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Agenda 
Chapter 40B Task Force 

April 28 
2 pm to 4 pm 

Ø Introductions 
Ø Set meeting for last two weeks of May 
Ø Distribute data 
Ø Legislative overview 
Ø Discussion of solutions 

 
Consistency and Equity 
• Count 100% of homeownership units – if adopted should there be a bonus to 

develop rental housing (rationale: because zoning relief is being given to the 
development, all units should be counted on the inventory) 

• Make the statutory minima regulation consistent with the statute so that the 
10% statutory minima is calculated based upon the most recent decennial 
census  

 
Local Capacity and Technical Assistance 
• Limit number of 40B projects and or units a community can review at any one 

time 
• Request permanent MHP funding for consultant services through charging 

fees for site eligibility applications 
• Create incentives to approve developments in a timely fashion  
• Instruct housing agencies to create a coordinated web site that provides a 

“Tool Kit for Communities” including: financial resources for housing 
development, deed riders, lottery procedures, consultant database, how to 
create a local AHTF, income guidelines, zoning by laws, planning tools, 40B 
TA, “Taking the Initiative” booklet, housing needs workbook, calendar of 
trainings and other events, links to other websites. 

 
Improving the Process 
• ZBA vs. Planning Boards (possibly by local option) 
• Promote and encourage local housing partnerships to endorse 40B proposal 

before submitting to ZBA (local option) 
• Encourage applicants to present to municipal boards and staff before the 30 

day comment period 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING & 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

Mitt Romney, Governor  u  Kerry Healey, Lt. Governor  u  Jane Wallis Gumble, Director 

One Congress Street  www.mass.gov/dhcd 
Boston, Massachusetts  02114-2010  617.727.7765 
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• Provide for more detailed instructions to chief elected officials during 30 day 
comment period 

• Towns should receive assistance at time of receipt of site eligibility letter – 
some ideas include: mandatory public meeting with town officials or ZBA that 
includes developer and a 40B expert (housing consultant provided through 
MHP, Pro Bono lawyer through Mass Bar Association, or representative from 
subsidy agency) 

• Initial letters to the town should be sent to ZBA and all relevant boards 
• Initial letters should contain more information including preliminary site plan 

and narrative 
• Require all appropriate local boards to weigh-in on comp. permit 
• Promote the use of DHCD’s model 40B guidelines 
 
Technical Improvements 
• Require the DHCD to update a community’s official SHI attainment at the 

community’s request 
• Can the new “non-governmental entity” regulations impact the NEF projects 

in the pipeline  
• Perpetuity vs. a shorter deed restriction (30 or 40 years)
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Commission Members: 
Jane Wallis Gumble Task Force Chair, Director, DHCD 
Fred Habib  Facilitator, Non-Voting member, Deputy Director, DHCD  
Mark Bobrowski Municipal Consultant, Professor, New England School of Law 
Senator Harriette Chandler Senate Chair, HUD Committee 
Jack Clarke Director of Advocacy, Massachusetts Audubon Society 
Howard Cohen Board Member, Citizens Housing & Planning Association  
Representative Michael Coppola  Massachusetts House of Representatives 
Marc Draisen Executive Director, Metropolitan Area Planning Council  
Steve Dubuque  President, Massachusetts Non-Profit Housing Association 
Representative Robert Fennell Vice Chair, HUD Committee 
Thomas Gleason  Executive Director, MassHousing 
Bennet Heart Attorney, Conservation Law Foundation 
Representative Kevin Honan House Chair, HUD Committee 
Michael Jaillet MMA Housing Subcommittee 
Al Lima Planning Director, City of Marlborough 
Bill McLaughlin President, Rental Housing Association of the GBREB 
Kathleen O'Donnell Attorney, Kopelman & Paige 
Gwen Pelletier Board Member, Massachusetts Association of CDC's  
Mayor Sharon Pollard (Absent) City of Methuen 
Jeff Rhuda Homebuilders Association of Massachusetts 
Representative Harriett Stanley Massachusetts House of Representatives 
Senator Bruce Tarr HUD Committee 
Senator Susan Tucker  Represented by Julia Del Sobral 
Senator Dianne Wilkerson  (Absent) Massachusetts Senate 
Clark Ziegler Executive Director, Massachusetts Housing Partnership 
 

Attendees (as documented on the sign- in sheet):   
Judith Alland  MAPC 
Art Bergeron  
Roger Blood Brookline Housing Advisory Board 
Karen Bresnahan DHCD 
Virginia Bullock Town of Brookline 
Ted Carmen Concord Square Development Co. 
Nadine Cohen Lawyers Committee 
Marilyn Contreas DHCD 
Joy Conway Greater Boston Real Estate Board 
Ginny Coppola  Wife of Representative Coppola 
Lynn Duncan Town of Wilmington 
Ben Fierro Lynch and Fierro LLP 
Paul Haguerty Regnante, Sterio and Osborne, LLP 
Mike Ivan MHOC  
Bud Jackson MA Housing Opportunities Corp. 
Michael Larkin MHOC 
Kate Melch New England School of Law 
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Attendees Continued  
Jacques Morin Bayberry Building 
Margaret Murphy AHBC  
Chris Norris CHAPA 
Michael O’Halloran Concensus Services 
Kristen Olsen DHCD 
Sotir Papalilo Westwood Associates 
Bill Reyelt DHCD 
Phil Rice Rice Associates, LLC 
Bob Ruzzo MassHousing 
Kevin Sanginaro Office of Senator Harriette Chandler 
Dave Slatery MassDevelopment 
J. Talerman Kopelman & Paige 
Russ Tanner Rising Tide Development 
Maryann Young Attorney General’s Office 
Sarah B. Young DHCD 
Juanita Zerda DHCD 
 
 
 
 

Materials Distributed:   
§ Population in Communities at 8% and Above on the Subsidized Housing Inventory, prepared 

by DHCD 
§ Massachusetts Dept. of Education School Expenditures per Student, provided by the 

Massachusetts Municipal Association  
§ Ch. 70 Aid as Percentage of Actual Net School Spending, Massachusetts Dept. of Education 
§ Communities Participating in CD Planning EO 418 
§ Comments from Howard Cohen regarding counting changes 
§ Categories of Bills Relative to Chapter 40B (2003-2004), provided by CHAPA 
§ Letter from the Town of Mansfield 
§ Letter from Diane W. Bartlett 
§ Letter from the Town of Wareham 
§ Petition Distributed by the Town of Duxbury 
§ Letter from the Town of Brookline 
§ Letter from John E. McClusky 
§ Memo from Anthony G. Galaitsis 
§ Letter from Representative Louis L. Kafka
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Introductory Remarks & Adoption of April 14, 2003 Minutes: 

Fred Habib, Task Force Facilitator and Deputy Director for DHCD brought the meeting 
to order shortly after 2:00 PM, and asked those in attendance to introduce themselves.   
 
Mr. Habib then asked Task Force members direct their attention to the Draft Minutes of 
the April 14, 2003 meeting.  He explained that all Task Force members had been 
provided with a one-page document containing suggested changes sent in by Mike 
McCue and David Petersile regarding their testimony.   
 
Attorney Kathleen O’Donnell then requested that Representative Frank Hynes’ statement 
regarding public sewer in Marshfield on page 5 of the draft minutes be changed to reflect 
that Marshfield is not on public sewer.  She added that Representative Hynes’ point was 
that the town had to adopt stricter requirements due to the soil and lack of public sewer.  
She also requested that Mr. Habib’s response to comments about the Housing Appeals 
Committee (HAC) on page 9 of the draft minutes be amended to reflect the statistics 
reported by Bonnie Heudorfer.   
 
All Task Force members present voted in favor of accepting the minutes with these 
changes.  
 

Scheduling of Additional Meetings: 
Mr. Habib then noted that at the previous meeting Task Force members had agreed to 
schedule additional meetings in order to meet their May 30th deadline.  He proposed that 
the additional meetings be scheduled for Tuesday May 20th at 10:00 A.M. and Tuesday 
May 27th at 10:00 AM.   
 
All Task Force members present agreed to these meetings.   
 
Mr. Habib noted that the Affordable Housing Business Coalition (AHBC) had brought in 
some letters that were available on the table, and would be posted on the Task Force 
website with the other submitted comments. 
 

Presentation of Data (requested at previous meetings): 
Mr. Habib noted that Task Force members had been provided with three charts 
containing data that had been requested at previous meetings. He added that these 
documents would also be posted on the website for anyone who was interested. He 
explained that the first chart titled “Population in Communities at 8% and Above on the 
Subsidized Housing Inventory” contains information that was requested at the previous 
Task Force meeting.  He noted that the Massachusetts Municipal Association had 
provided the second chart, titled “Massachusetts Dept. Of Education School Expenditures 
Per Student”. He then noted that this chart was interesting in that it shows the overall per-
pupil cost and special needs per pupil cost.  He explained that towns do not pay all of the 
per pupil costs and that the chart titled “Ch 70 Local Aid As Percentage Of Net School 
Spending” shows approximately how much of the per pupil costs the state aid covers.  He 
added that this last chart shows the wide range in percentage of costs covered by the state 
in different communities.   
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Proposed Agendas: 
Mr. Habib noted that DHCD had developed the proposed agendas for the next three 
meetings by reading through every document that has been submitted to the Task Force 
and extracting the themes and ideas that seemed to be recurring.  He stated that the list he 
had developed was not a finite list, but a starting point, a way to get the Task Force 
moving.  He added that the way he would like to work on the topics in the agendas is to 
first get a direction from the Task Force on which items to pursue further, and then direct 
DHCD to come up with some language which the Task Force would review in detail.   
 
Clark Ziegler, Executive Director of the Massachusetts Housing Partnership (MHP), 
noted that at the last meeting there had been a real push to get into the prospect of 
changes and cautioned that it would be a good idea to discuss where we are and what 
we’ve heard. He noted that he had observed three categories of issues: Non-Legitimate, 
Related, and Legitimate.  He explained that since he had not seen an example of a town 
that has a good track record of affordable housing and since there was no evidence that 
40B had destroyed the environment he placed both issues in the non- legitimate category.   
 
Mr. Ziegler also noted that the related issues that had been brought before the Task Force 
included; local aid/school costs, and dysfunctional land use.  He added that the 40B 
issues that he viewed as legitimate included; local capacity, technical assistance, multiple 
projects, and a process that is so controversial that people get themselves into positions 
where it is difficult for them to negotiate.  Mr. Ziegler noted that it would be good to get 
an idea of the problems before jumping into the details of the solutions.  
 
Mr. Habib noted that he had not heard anyone say that housing is not an issue, and asked 
if that was a fair statement to make. The Task Force members agreed.  Mr. Habib the 
noted that cities and towns need to play a role in addressing the need for housing and that 
there are things that the Task Force can do to help them promote and provide housing.  
The Task Force members agreed. 
 

Legislative Overview: 
Aaron Gornstein, Executive Director of the Citizens Housing and Planning Association 
(CHAPA) presented an overview of the Bills proposing changes to 40B.  He explained 
that CHAPA had organized the Bills into 16 categories, and provided copies of a 
document prepared by CHAPA titled “Categories of Bills Re lative to Chapter 40B (2003-
2004)”.    
 
Below is a brief summary of the 16 categories that Mr. Gornstein discussed.  
 

1. Counting of units towards 10% goal (include DMR/DMH group homes, DPH 
units, DSS, Dorms, Mobile homes, Section 8, all units in ownership 
developments, all inclusionary zoning units, nursing homes, residential schools, 
and assisted living units) 

2. Reduction of 10% goal - 8%, 7% or 5%                       
3. Change Income Eligibility requirement from 80% to 65% of AMI 
4. Shift Jurisdiction from ZBA to Planning Board  
5. Reasons for Project Denials- Shift Burden of Proof for the need of zoning waivers 

to developer  
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6. Planned Production - require .5% annual increase plus a housing plan (DHCD 
regulations currently require .75% annual progress) 

7. Moratoriums  
8. Technical Assistance 
9. Reduce developer profit to 10%  
10. Adoption of inclusionary zoning allows exemption from 40B 
11. Increase affordability requirements to 35% 
12. Require Affordability in Perpetuity. 
13. Increase state education Aide in communities that increase their Subsidized 

Housing Inventory 
14. Special Commission on Ch. 40B 
15. Housing Appeals Committee in each senatorial district 
16. Comprehensive Changes 

a. Representative Coppola’s Bills: 
§ Waiver must be weighed against local concerns, must make case that 

project will not neg. Impact local concerns, board must find that need 
for project outweighs local concerns 

§ All units count if inhabited by someone at or below 80% 
§ Recent progress defined as 10 units  
§ Hearing process changed substantially 

b. Representative Galvin’s Bill:   
§ Reduce 10% to 8%, limit projects, fees to developer 

c. Representative Hynes’ Bills –  
§ Abolish the HAC & Change 40B process to make similar to 40A 
§ Plan would allow exemption from 40B 
§ LHA monitor use waiting lists, developer would pay for administrative 

costs 
§ New project size limit to 135% of what land is actually zoned for.  
§ Exclude NEF 
§ Prohibit more than one application at time 
§ Allow residents to pay 40% income 

d. Senator Wilkerson’s Bill 
§ Incorporates all changes DHCD has made via regulations legislatively 

 
Discussion of Solutions  

 
Consistency & Equity: 
 
§ Count 100% of homeownership units – if adopted should there be a bonus to develop 

rental housing (rationale: because zoning relief is being given to the development, all 
units should be counted on the inventory) 

 
Mr. Habib noted that it seems like he had heard some consensus on the issue previously 
and asked Task Force members to respond.  
 
Representative Harriett Stanley stated that she was in favor of changing how units are 
counted.  She noted that under the current counting policy for ownership units, only the 
25% of the units that are affordable are counted. She noted that the current counting 
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policy makes 10% a moving target if you do ownership units, and explained that in 
Arlington it would take 4,175 new ownership units to get to 10%.  She added that she 
supported the idea of counting all ownership units since all the units get the density 
bonus. She also supported the idea for a bonus for rental units.  Representative Stanley 
then noted that currently towns must review applications in the order in which they were 
submitted, and added that she would like to provide communities with the ability to 
“jump the line” to approve projects that met their needs best.  
 
Mark Bobrowski, Municipal Consultant and Professor at the New England School of 
Law, noted that it was his understanding that ZBAs can review the applications in any 
order they wish.  He noted that in his experience towns could approve the fourth or fifth 
application that was submitted and then deny first or second application that was 
submitted.  He added that he currently has a case before the HAC on this issue.  
 
Howard Cohen, Board Member of CHAPA, stated that he agreed with Representative 
Harriett Stanley that the current counting policy puts too much growth pressure on 
communities.   He noted that the problem with ownership is that if you build 100 units 
and 25 are affordable, 100 units are added to the denominator and 25 units are added to 
the numerator. He then explained that one way to address this problem would be to not 
count the new ownership units in the denominator.  He added that another way to address 
the problem would be to allow communities to limit ownership developments to half of 
their 10% obligation. He noted that this would provide a balanced approach by providing 
incentives for rental development, while limiting the number of units added to 
denominator.  Mr. Cohen noted that the ideas he had presented were his own, and had not 
yet been endorsed by CHAPA.  
 
Representative Harriett Stanley noted that under Mr. Cohen’s scenario the growth rate 
would be reduced to 25%. She added that the notion of production of affordable housing 
and the notion of the production of housing are really not one and the same.  
 
Mr. Habib noted that the topic of affordability is on the agenda for the next meeting. 
 
Bill McLaughlin, President, Rental Housing Association of the GBREB noted that he has 
heard the opposite of what Mr. Cohen and Representative Stanley have been talking 
about, and that towns have been asking developers to do condos rather than rental units. 
 
Tom Gleason, Executive Director of MassHousing, noted that the most powerful subsidy 
available today in Massachusetts is the increased density allowed under 40B.  He noted 
that he believed that a community should be able to decide whether they want rental or 
ownership.  He added that he thought that ownership and rental should be counted the 
same, but that he did want to look at Mr. Cohen’s proposal.  Mr. Gleason then pointed 
out that the current counting policy was developed in the mid 1980’s and that he thought 
it was both fair and reasonable to revisit it twenty years later. He noted that the subsidy 
environment today is very different from what it was in the 1980s.  He also noted that 
developers generally do only ownership or rental, and that it is rare for a developer to do 
both.  
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Mr. Habib asked Mr. Gleason if he thought the Task Force should provide a rental 
incentive. 
 
Mr. Gleason responded that it should be a statewide decision and that if the state wanted 
to provide an incentive it should make more money available for the priority housing 
type.  He added that communities should be able to decide what they want.  
 
Steve Dubuque, President of the Massachusetts Non-Profit Housing Association, noted that 
communities should not be penalized for doing ownership units by having all the new units 
produced added to inventory and only affordable units added to numerator. He added that he was 
hesitant to allow communities to build only ownership units, when there is such a need for rental 
housing, especially for families with children.  He added that he found that Mr. Cohen’s proposal 
allows us to get that balance.   
 
Attorney Kathleen O’Donnell pointed out that there has been an assumption that towns 
have some control over what projects come before them, and that assumption not true.  
She noted that market forces, such as the recent low interest rates, which have led to 
developers to do more ownership, determine the types of projects that are proposed.  She 
added that it is not that towns are saying no to rental, it is that they are just not seeing 
rental proposals.  She then stated that all units should count because all units get the 
benefit of the density bonus.  
 
Bennet Heart, of the Conservation Law Foundation, suggested that the Task For think about how 
the counting policy affects the production of units regionally. He noted that with the proposed 
counting changes fewer new housing units will be built.  He then asked if someone could explain 
the reasoning for the counting policy. 
 
Mr. Gleason responded, stating that the counting policy grew out of the state 
Homeownership Opportunity Program (HOP) that came about in the mid 1980s.  He 
noted that at the time there was a discussion about how to count those units and the result 
of those discussions was that rental units and ownership units are different and that they 
should be counted differently.  He then suggested providing an incentive so that rental 
housing gets a bigger push, but that ownership units could be counted without “messing-
up” the math too much.  
 
Mr. Heart asked what the impact would be on rental production if the units were counted 
equally.  
 
Mr. Bobrowski noted that data that had been presented previously showed that about 
28,000 units had been approved under 40B, and that 24,000 are counted, so the impact 
would be about 4,000 units.  
 
Mr. Gleason noted that about 2/3 of the applications to MassHousing for project 
eligibility letters were ownership projects, but that the unit break down of rental and 
ownership is just about equal.  He attributed this to the tendency of rental projects to 
contain more units.   
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Mr. Ziegler noted that there have been a number of situations where MHP has worked 
with towns and the counting policy has provided a great incentive to municipalities to do 
rental development.  He added that he liked Mr. Cohen’s idea of taking the market rate 
ownership units out of the denominator. 
   
Representative Harriett Stanley asked Mr. Cohen if a town would be able to deny 
proposals for ownership developments if they had already done 5% ownership, and were 
ready for rental.   
 
Mr. Cohen responded that under his proposal, if you had done 5% ownership you could 
continue doing ownership if you chose or you could deny ownership developments in 
favor of using rental to get to 10% in order to limit overall growth.     
 
Representative Harriett Stanley then asked Mr. Cohen if rental development did not come 
before the ZBA, they could deny every ownership application that did if they had already 
done 5% ownership. 
 
Mr. Cohen answered yes. 
 
Mr. McLaughlin noted that housing is produced privately and that the reality under Mr. 
Cohen’s proposal is that if you were at 5% for ownership, and you had land that was 
suited for housing, you wouldn’t get applications from developers for ownership.  He 
added that it would be like being at 10%. 
 
Mark Draisen, Executive Director of the Massachusetts Area Planning Council noted that 
though it was important to reach a middle ground, it is also important to be aware that the 
intent of the statute was for rental units and Massachusetts still really needs rental units. 
He added that he liked Mr. Cohen’s way of dealing with the denominator, because it 
provides an incentive for rental.  He also agreed with Attorney Kathleen O’Donnell in 
that housing is generated by market conditions, especially in hot market.  He then noted 
that the wise developer tries to present a development that is consistent with what towns 
want.  He noted that he believed it would be good to provide a meaningful incentive for 
rental.   
 
Mr. Habib noted that the current legislation requires the use of the decennial census for 
the number of year round housing units, and asked Mr. Cohen how he would address that 
in his proposal. 
 
Mr. Cohen responded that the units built under 40B would be deducted from the census 
count.   
 
Al Lima, Planning Director for the City of Marlborough, noted that there are some very 
large ownership projects and asked why not treat them the same way. 
 
Representative Michael Coppola suggested keeping things simple, and not fear that 
counting the units equally would allow communities to get to 10% with fewer units. He 
then noted, that because counting equally would allow communities to reach the goal of 
10%, they would be less adverse to proposals if they know all the units will count.  
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Attorney Kathleen O’Donnell suggested giving towns a bonus for something that they 
built with Community Preservation Act funds, Affordable Housing Trust Fund money, 
etc.  She suggested that a bonus point for something the community developed itself 
would encourage communities to pursue their own projects.   
 
 
Attorney Kathleen O’Donnell suggested that the bonus could be for town-sponsored 
rental developments.   
 
Mr. Gleason suggested revisiting Attorney Kathleen O’Donnell’s point for later. He then 
noted that what the Task Force should do is something that stands the test of time, and 
what stands the test of time are things that are simple.  He noted that he would like to 
understand Mr. Cohen’s math, but that it seems too complicated. He also noted that Mr. 
Cohen’s proposal changes something that is mathematical equation to something that 
must be adjusted and must be certified by DHCD.  He encouraged the Task Force to keep 
it simple.  
 
Mr. Dubuque noted that Mr. Cohen’s proposal is simple to understand when you explain 
it by saying that you withdraw the units built under 40B from the count of year round 
housing units.  He noted that it means communities would not be trying to reach a 
moving target.   
 
Mr. Habib noted that he had been hearing two proposals: 1) counting rental and 
ownership equally and 2) removing homeownership units built under 40B from the 
denominator.  He added that he was not hearing consensus on either, and suggested that 
DHCD draft some language on each proposal to discuss later. 
 
Gwen Pelletier, Board Member of the Massachusetts Association of CDC's suggested that if the 
Task Force goes in the direction of 100% counting, there needs to be a provision that the units 
are year round units. She added that since only 25 units (in a 100 unit development) have to be 
affordable the other 75 market rate units could be seasonal or second homes.  She added that 
those seasonal and second home units shouldn’t count, and that this is a dilemma for resort 
communities.   
 
Mr. Draisen responded that he believed that currently only year-round units are in the 
denominator.  He then noted that if all ownership units are counted, and then other 
proposed changes are made, we will produce less housing and we should not produce less 
as we are not producing nearly enough now.  
 
Mr. Habib noted that DHCD would develop the two ideas further.   
 
Mr. Dubuque expressed concern about fair housing laws and the legal implications of 
caps on either  rental or ownership projects and suggested that DHCD have its attorneys 
look at this issue.  
 

§ Make the statutory minima regulation consistent with the statute so that the 10% 
statutory minima is calculated based upon the most recent decennial census  
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Mr. Habib noted that regulations are inconsistent with the statute on this issue.  
 
Mr. Ziegler noted that the problem with using the decennial census is that it creates huge 
jumps every 10 years. 
 
Jane Wallis Gumble, Director of DHCD and Chair of the Task Force, asked if this 
problem has been seen before, or if it is just a statistical problem 
 
Mr. Ziegler responded that he was concerned that in using the decennial census, the 
window for 40B opens only every 10 years.   
 
Mr. McLaughlin noted that the census is outdated and that towns know how many 
permits they have issued.  He suggested putting the burden on the developer. 
 
Mr. Bobrowski noted that the downside of not using the decennial census is that it makes 
communities constantly check the number of housing starts to see if they are above or 
below 10%.  
 
Mr. Lima noted that speaking for the city of Marlborough, the breathing period provided 
by using the decennial census is great, and the city needs the hiatus.  He then asked who 
would track all the updates. 
 
Mr. Dubuque noted that Mr. Lima had just made his point, which was towns shouldn’t 
get off the hook for 8 years.   
 
Michael Jaillet of the Massachusetts Municipal Association, noted that if a town is over 
10% by one unit, using the decennial census allows the town to think about future 
development, educate itself and be proactive about future affordable housing.  He added 
that if a community doesn’t proactively make progress after getting to 10%, and then gets 
knocked down with the new census, then that’s their problem.  
 
Attorney Kathleen O’Donnell noted that there seems to be an assumption that a lot of 
communities are close to 10%, which is not the case. 
 
Mr. McLaughlin noted that its not a breather, its 10 years and that he believes it would be 
a mistake to only use the decennial census.   
 
Attorney Kathleen O’Donnell asked why shouldn’t a town get a breather if it has reached 
10%- what would be the incentive if you were never going to get a break from these 
applications? 
 
Representative Michael Coppola noted that any housing is good as it increases the stock.   
 
Mr. Habib noted that though he had really hoped for consensus on this issue, it didn’t 
seem like he was hearing it.    
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Sarah B. Young, Deputy Director for Policy at DHCD, asked Mr. Habib if it would be 
helpful if DHCD provided data to show the changes in the year round housing units as 
documented in the decennial census for the past 5 reports. 
 
Mr. Habib responded that the data would be helpful.  
 
 

§ Limit number of 40B projects and or units a community can review at any one time 
 

Mr. Habib asked the Task Force to respond to this proposal and to speak to whether the 
number of projects or the number of units should be limited 
 
Representative Michael Coppola noted that the problem is density and not the number of 
projects but their size.  
 
Mr. Gleason noted that MassHousing is the biggest issuer of site approval letters, and 
there are no boundaries or guidelines on this issue. He noted that there is a town that is 
looking at potential of 9 proposals.  He added that MassHousing needs some guidance on 
this issue to ease the tensions, and that three or four proposals sounded like a good limit. 
He noted that one is too little and five is too much.  He also noted that the number of 
units should be a factor.   
 
Mr. Draisen suggested a limit to both the number of projects and the number of units, in 
the form of x number of units or x number of projects.  He suggested that if this is 
adopted the timing restrictions should be changed so that developers would wait in line to 
have their applications reviewed, and not just be denied.  He also noted the need for some 
technical assistance to help deal with the pressure.   
 
Mr. McLaughlin noted that the amount of work it takes ZBA members to review a 200 
unit development is probably equal to the work it takes them to review a 25 unit project.  
He added that there should be a timing provision to this proposal to limit the time off to a 
period of one year from date the developer applied.   
 
Mr. Bobrowski noted that towns are now looking to achieve 2% recent progress to get 
one year off, so looking at three proposals would not always be to the town’s advantage.   
 
A suggestion was made to make the project limit at the town’s option.  
 
Mr. Jaillet noted that three seems to be a good number because it works with ZBA 
schedules.  He also noted the need for a time incentive.   
 
Mr. Habib noted that he was hearing consensus for a limit on a combination of the 
number of units and the number of projects with a time limit.   
 

§ Request permanent MHP funding for consultant services through charging fees for site 
eligibility applications 
 
Mr. Habib asked Task Force members to comment on this proposal.  
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Mr. Gleason stated that due to the potential for a conflict of interest if MassHousing were 
to pay the consultants, he would suggest that MassHousing collect the money as fees 
from developers and then route it to MHP for consultants. 
 
Mr. Rhuda suggested the option of the developer paying the fee directly to the ZBA. 
 
Mr. Bobrowski noted that the real opportunity for the town to comment is on the 
financials of the project, which are not allowed to be discussed at HAC. 
 
Mr. Cohen noted that the developer should put up some money, but that it should go to 
MHP since it would be awkward if the money went directly to the ZBA, which would 
raise the question of issue of who is buying whom. 
 
Jason Talerman, of Kopelman & Paige, noted that one issue with the MHP technical 
assistance is that some consultants are housing consultants some are attorneys.  He 
suggested the list of consultants must be tightened.  He also noted that communities are 
allowed to hire consultants at developer’s expense under current legislation and 
suggested that this would be the best way as it allows communities to use experts they 
know and have experience working with.  
 
Mr. Habib noted that the Task Force needs to see a proposal on this issue, and that the 
objective is to charge money to developers upfront for technical assistance.  
 
Mr. Ziegler noted that he would draft something on this proposal.    
 
Mr. Habib noted that he was going to skip the next item on the agenda and return to it 
later  
 

§ Instruct housing agencies to create a coordinated web site that provides a “Tool Kit for 
Communities” including: financial resources for housing development, deed riders, 
lottery procedures, consultant database, how to create a local AHTF, income guidelines, 
zoning by laws, planning tools, 40B TA, “Taking the Initiative” booklet, housing needs 
workbook, calendar of trainings and other events, links to other websites. 
 
Mr. Habib asked the Task Force members how they felt about this proposal to create a 
coordinated website on 40B. 
 
All Task Force members were in favor. 
 

Improving the Process 
 
§ ZBA vs. Planning Boards (possibly by local option)  

Mr. Habib asked Task Force members how they felt about letting planning boards review 
40B applications rather than ZBAs, and how they felt about allowing this as a local 
option. 
 
Representative Michael Coppola stated that local option is always best.  
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Mr. Dubuque noted that the job of the ZBA is to hear cases for appeals from local zoning; 
it’s what they do.  He then stated that he didn’t think it was a good idea to allow it to be 
the planning board.  
 
Mr. Bobrowski noted that the vast majority of ZBA members are appointed, and Planning 
Board members are elected. He added that planning boards are subject to political 
pressures and election cycles, which makes a difference.  
 
Mr. McLaughlin noted that he believes that the ZBA is the appropriate board as they can 
request input from other local boards. 
 
Mr. Habib noted that he was hearing that people are split on this and asked if people 
thought it should be a local option.  
 
Mr. Jaillet noted the need to keep the jurisdiction in a board that is not subject to political 
will.   
 
Representative Harriett Stanley noted her concerned that people are assuming that anyone 
who is elected is going to bend towards political pressure.  She asked Task Force 
members to keep in mind that 40B was passed by elected officials.   
 
Mr. Heart asked those who are advocating that planning board should be the reviewing 
body if there is there a perception that the ZBA’s are not adequately doing their job and 
that planning board would do a better job. 
 
Representative Harriett Stanley noted that planning boards would be more involved with 
the process and that the ZBA gives just a yes or no. 
 
Attorney Kathleen O’Donnell disagreed with Representative Harriett Stanley, noting that 
ZBA’s are semi- ad judicatory and can bring in more weight to get feedback on proposals 
from other boards.  
 
Mr. Habib asked how Task Force members thought about requiring other boards to 
weigh- in with ZBAs. 
 
Mr. Bobrowski responded noting that other boards are required to weigh- in now. 
 
Mr. Rhuda noted that in his experience he had seen that ZBAs were soliciting other 
boards for comments, but that they were not getting them until too late in the process. He 
also noted that he had yet to see a planning board member run on a platform of affordable 
housing. 
 
Senator Bruce Tarr noted that if this were part of the planning board process, then 40B 
would not be an anomaly, but would be planned for. He also noted that if you want more 
housing and want to see communities plan for more housing, then you need to put it in 
the hands of the people who will do that.  He added that communities have said that they 
have more resources in their planning boards than in their ZBAs.  He then suggested 
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making the presumption that the ZBA is the authority for comprehensive permit 
applications, but allowing communities to take action to change it to the planning board.   
 
Representative Kevin Honan noted that in traveling around the state he had heard from 
towns that they are planning on how to fight 40Bs, and that he wouldn’t be opposed to 
seeing the positive elements of the planning board brought into the process earlier.  
 
Mr. Draisen noted that he would like to try to encourage these discussions to get before 
the boards earlier in the process when they would be more meaningful.  He added that he 
was concerned about local option because it would add a whole additional layer of 
confusion to the process.   
 
Mr. Habib noted that he was hearing consensus that the planning board needs to be 
brought into the process earlier.  
 
Mr. Rhuda asked Task Force members to keep in mind that planning boards have other 
applications and that 40B applications would have to get in line, which would slow down 
the process for 40B developments and other developments.  
 
Mr. Dubuque noted that when South Shore Housing has a 40B proposal they go to the 
planning board and then to housing authority to discuss their proposal and they don’t 
proceed until they have approval from both.  He added that this was not unique to South 
Shore Housing as others did this as well.   
 
Mr. Habib noted that there was consensus to bring the planning board into the process 
earlier but no consensus on transferring the authority to the planning boards or for 
supporting local option.  
 

§ Promote and encourage local housing partnerships to endorse 40B proposal before 
submitting to ZBA (local option) 

§ Encourage applicants to present to municipal boards and staff before the 30 day 
comment period 

§ Provide for more detailed instructions to chief elected officials during 30 day 
comment period 

§ Towns should receive assistance at time of receipt of site eligibility letter – some 
ideas include: mandatory public meeting with town officials or ZBA that includes 
developer and a 40B expert (housing consultant provided through MHP, Pro Bono 
lawyer through Mass Bar Association, or representative from subsidy agency) 

§ Initial letters to the town should be sent to ZBA and all relevant boards 
§ Initial letters should contain more information including preliminary site plan and 

narrative 
§ Require all appropriate local boards to weigh-in on comp. permit 
§ Promote the use of DHCD’s model 40B guidelines 
 

Mr. Habib noted that nearly everyone has talked about the early stages of the process.  He 
added that the Task Force has a number of proposals responding to this including; getting 
local housing partnerships to weigh- in before applications go to the ZBA, addressing the 
confusion about what towns are commenting on during 30-day comment period and the 
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limited information available during that time, and having public meeting for comments 
with a 40B expert present to make sure misinformation does not ruin the process.  
 
Mr. McLaughlin noted that this is how the process should work, that more information 
earlier makes things go through smoother.  He added that they shouldn’t make it a 
requirement that all boards comment on a 40B application because it would delay the 
process.   
 
Mr. Ziegler noted the need to further encourage discussions earlier in the process, 
suggested the Task Force consider encouraging good-faith negotiations early on, and 
having the process ratified at the end.  He then noted the need to give the partnership 
model some teeth.   
 
Mr. Lima noted that project eligibility letters should include more information, as the last 
two letters that Marlborough received didn’t even have the address of the proposed 
project.   
 
Attorney Kathleen O’Donnell asked how many housing partnerships are in the state. 
 
Mr. Dubuque responded that some call themselves committees, and some are adhoc 
groups.  
 
Attorney Kathleen O’Donnell stated that she did not support requiring boards to 
comment. 
 
Mr. Habib asked Attorney Kathleen O’Donnell if she would support requiring boards to 
comment within specific time period. 
 
Attorney Kathleen O’Donnell responded that she would.  
 
Mr. Bobrowski noted that he didn’t like the idea of a hearing without specific project 
information. 
 
Mr. Habib noted that the proposal would be to set-up an information session, possibly 
with a pro-bono attorney. He then asked Task Force members to respond. 
 
Mr. Dubuque noted the need to make sure that this early session is not a situation where 
parties are making cases to a judge or a board that they are trying to sway.  He noted that 
there should be an actual discussion.  
 
Mr. Ziegler suggested allowing parties that decide by mutual agreement to take a 
breather, and negotiate separately and then come back to the ZBA with a negotiated 
proposal or written agreement to receive an expedited review.   
 
Mr. Habib responded that DHCD would work on some language for Mr. Ziegler’s 
suggestion. He then asked Task Force members if they thought that DHCD’s Local 
Guidelines was used and if it needs to be updated. 
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Attorney Kathleen O’Donnell responded that many communities are unaware of it, and 
that there is also a perception that it favors developers. 
 
Mr. Draisen requested that RPAs be included in any review of DHCD’s Local 
Guidelines.  
 
Mr. Habib agreed.  
 
Mr. Cohen noted the need to discuss the issue of the legality of encouraging negotiation. 
 

Technical Improvements 
 
§ Require the DHCD to update a community’s official SHI attainment at the community’s 

request 
 

Mr. Habib then suggested requiring DHCD to update the Subsidized Housing Inventory 
list every time a revision is made.  He explained that currently towns just get a letter 
confirming any requested additions to the inventory and their new percentage, but the list 
that is posted on the website is only updated every 2 years. 
 
All Task Force members agreed to this proposal.   
 

§ Can the new “non-governmental entity” regulations impact the NEF projects in the 
pipeline  
 
Mr. Habib noted that the Task Force has heard requests to make the older NEF projects 
that are not impacted by the new regulations requiring a project administrator subject to 
the new regulations. He asked Task Force members if this was legal.   
 
Attorney Kathleen O’Donnell responded that it was probably not legal. 
 
Mr. Cohen noted that even if it was legal, it shouldn’t be done. He added that he didn’t 
think these NEF projects are actually going to get through process, and that the HAC 
would take close look at them.   
 
Mr. Talerman noted one case where the new regulations should be applicable to an old 
project, and cited an example of a project that was reduced in size and type and needed 
new project eligibility letter.  He asked if in this case the project would be subject to the 
new regulations.  
 
Ms. Young responded that if a new letter were issued based on a new or substantially 
revised project, it would have a new date and thus be subject to the new regulations.  

 
§ Perpetuity vs. a shorter deed restriction (30 or 40 years) 

Mr. Habib noted that the Task Force has heard the suggestion that units be affordable in 
perpetuity since density bonus is forever.  He then noted the need to discuss the legality 
of this suggestion. 
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Attorney Kathleen O’Donnell asked if DHCD would need to get the sign-off for the 
secondary market. 
 
Mr. Gleason responded that for homeownership, when a unit turns-over a new deed-
restriction is done for the unit, which does not impact the secondary market.  He added 
that if the community wants thirty years of affordability, they should be able to do that.  
He added that some communities have negotiated for a specific period of time rather than 
perpetuity.  
 
Mr. Jaillet noted that it was his understanding that if town does not speak on the issue in 
the comprehensive permit, then it is assumed the units are affordable in perpetuity.   
 
Mr. Bobrowski noted that if a town wants affordability in perpetuity, then they should get 
it.  
 
Mr. Habib stated that that there seemed to be a consensus to keep this provision as is. 
 
Mr. Habib suggested returning to the topic that the Task Force had skipped earlier. 
 

Local Capacity and Technical Assistance 
 
§ Create incentives to approve developments in a timely fashion 
 

Mr. Dubuque noted that initially the time period for getting a comprehensive permit was 
75 days.   
 
Mr. Rhuda noted that the real delay in the process is the appeal process at the HAC and 
superior court, which is really holding housing production back.  He added that with a 
37-cent stamp abutters could buy a two yearsdelay.  
 
A gentleman in the audience noted that if ZBAs really want to delay a project they can 
request additional information every other meeting.  He suggested that ZBAs should 
request all information upfront at once.  
 
Mr. Rhuda noted that there is no limit for the length of time a ZBA can have the public 
hearing period open, and suggested that the Task Force look at this.   
 
Mr. Bobrowski noted that there is a constructive denial appeal issue, in which case the 
HAC would remand it back to town who would be required to take action in 90 days.  
 
Mr. Rhuda asked Mr. Bobrowski how long it would take the HAC to remand the appeal 
to the town. 
 
Mr. Bobrowksi responded that it takes about three weeks to get before the HAC.  
 
Mr. Habib noted that he had been hearing that working on the front end of the process 
will reduce delays later in process, and that the HAC would be addressed in later 
meetings.  
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Attorney Kathleen O’Donnell noted that she disagreed with the idea of establishing time 
limits, because often developers do not provide the requested information to 
communities.  
 
Mr. Gleason noted that the Task Force needs to figure out a way to “say no and make it 
stick” if the developer or the community is not behaving.  He added that he thought that 
limiting the number of projects/units before the ZBA is a huge give, and that people 
shouldn’t be allowed to misbehave during this process. 
 
Ms. Pelletier agreed with Mr. Gleason. 
 
Mr. McLaughlin noted that a developer would not say deny me and I’ll go to HAC and 
then go back to ZBA in 9 months.  
 
Mr. Gleason noted that they had heard that complaint previously, usually from people 
who were not developers full-time and that were abusing 40B.  He suggested that perhaps 
the solution is that MassHousing would pull the site approval letter on projects with 
developers not producing or behaving.  
 
Mr. Habib noted that the solution could rest with the project administrator and further 
stated that we need to continue to work on the issue of “bad apples.”  
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Population in Communities at 8% and Above on the Subsidized Housing Inventory 

Community
2000 Census 
Population

Percent Subsidized 
2000 Base

OVER 10% Amherst 34,874 10.54%
Aquinnah 344 21.94%
Beverly 39,862 10.33%
Boston 589,141 19.63%
Brockton 94,304 12.24%
Cambridge 101,355 15.60%
Chelsea 35,080 17.03%
Chester 1,308 10.61%
Fall River 91,938 10.56%
Framingham 66,910 10.17%
Gardner 20,770 15.00%
Georgetown 7,377 13.46%
Greenfield 18,168 13.86%
Hadley 4,793 12.20%
Holyoke 39,838 20.58%
Lawrence 72,043 14.96%
Lowell 105,167 13.49%
Lynn 89,050 12.73%
Malden 56,340 12.20%
Middlefield 542 14.85%
New Bedford 93,768 11.33%
North Adams 14,681 12.83%
Northampton 28,978 11.34%
Orange 7,518 13.44%
Raynham 11,739 11.15%
Revere 47,283 10.07%
Salem 40,407 12.50%
Springfield 152,082 17.83%
Tyngsborough 11,081 10.10%
Wendell 986 19.01%
Worcester 172,648 13.29%

TOTAL POPULATION IN 
COMMUNITIES OVER 10% 2,050,375

8 - 9% Abington 14,605 8.29%
Andover 31,247 8.52%
Chicopee 54,653 9.67%
Clinton 13,435 9.06%
Everett 38,037 8.18%
Fitchburg 39,102 9.80%
Haverhill 58,969 8.28%
Holbrook 10,785 9.46%
Leominster 41,303 8.11%
Lincoln 8,056 8.43%
Montague 8,489 8.55%
Newburyport 17,189 8.63%
Peabody 48,129 9.32%
Quincy 88,025 8.59%
Somerville 77,478 8.75%
Wales 1,737 8.26%
Webster 16,415 8.69%
Winchendon 9,611 8.17%

TOTAL POPULATION IN 
COMMUNITIES AT 8 - 9% 577,265

TOTAL POPULATION IN 
COMMUNITIES AT 8% AND ABOVE 2,627,640

TOTAL POPULATION IN 
MASSACHUSETTS (CENSUS 2000) 6,349,097

PERCENT OF POPULATION IN 
COMMUNITIES AT 8% AND ABOVE 41%
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Massachusetts Department of Education 
Office of School Finance 

           

Per Pupil Expenditures FY01 
 

Lea  District 
Grade 

Structure 

Per Pupil 
Expenditure 

Regular 

Per Pupil 
Expenditure 

Special Ed 

Per Pupil 
Expenditure 

Bilingual 

Per Pupil 
Expenditure 
Occupational 

Total 
Expenditures 

N of Pupls 
(FTE 

Average 
Mebership) 

Per Pupil 
Expenditure 

1 ABINGTON                      K-12 5,440 10,385 0 0 14,221,068 2,315 6,144 
2 ACTON                         K-06 4,987 12,224 0 0 15,436,743 2,465 6,262 
3 ACUSHNET                      K-08 4,662 11,584 0 0 6,455,244 1,143 5,645 
5 AGAWAM                        K-12 5,479 9,390 12,923 0 28,107,591 4,269 6,584 
7 AMESBURY                      K-12 5,661 11,809 0 0 19,492,898 2,919 6,677 
8 AMHERST                       K-06 7,254 19,227 7,573 0 15,181,009 1,589 9,552 
9 ANDOVER                       K-12 6,633 12,822 0 0 45,826,950 5,776 7,935 

10 ARLINGTON                     K-12 6,662 13,888 0 0 33,717,349 4,361 7,731 
14 ASHLAND                       K-12 6,029 13,578 0 0 17,341,860 2,537 6,835 
16 ATTLEBORO                     K-12 5,254 10,686 4,940 8,473 42,326,967 6,687 6,329 
17 AUBURN                        K-12 5,510 10,889 0 0 16,327,502 2,572 6,349 
18 AVON                          K-12 6,283 14,241 0 0 5,911,573 799 7,398 
19 AYER                          K-12 8,320 14,334 0 0 11,592,941 1,269 9,137 
20 BARNSTABLE                    K-12 6,171 11,392 0 0 47,567,343 6,607 7,200 
23 BEDFORD                       K-12 8,417 16,104 0 0 21,525,675 2,273 9,472 
24 BELCHERTOWN                   K-12 5,027 13,571 0 0 15,224,597 2,302 6,614 
25 BELLINGHAM                    K-12 5,457 11,371 0 4,699 17,689,315 2,733 6,471 
26 BELMONT                       K-12 5,705 13,511 0 0 25,392,797 3,679 6,903 
27 BERKLEY                       K-08 4,172 13,909 0 0 5,430,060 977 5,558 
28 BERLIN                        K-06 6,554 13,899 0 0 1,912,323 235 8,134 
30 BEVERLY                       K-12 6,513 10,477 0 0 34,085,041 4,638 7,349 
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Lea  District 
Grade 

Structure 

Per Pupil 
Expenditure 

Regular 

Per Pupil 
Expenditure 

Special Ed 

Per Pupil 
Expenditure 

Bilingual 

Per Pupil 
Expenditure 
Occupational 

Total 
Expenditures 

N of Pupls 
(FTE 

Average 
Mebership) 

Per Pupil 
Expenditure 

31 BILLERICA                     K-12 5,680 9,928 0 0 43,469,125 6,773 6,418 
35 BOSTON                        K-13 6,783 17,134 9,779 6,580 595,182,229 62,731 9,488 
36 BOURNE                        K-12 6,153 13,530 0 0 17,341,498 2,379 7,291 
37 BOXBOROUGH                    K-06 4,884 14,812 0 0 3,927,631 643 6,108 
38 BOXFORD                       K-06 5,218 12,650 0 0 6,857,390 1,090 6,290 
39 BOYLSTON                      K-06 4,809 17,178 0 0 2,294,157 383 5,997 
40 BRAINTREE                     K-12 6,200 11,242 0 0 36,660,523 5,140 7,132 
41 BREWSTER                      K-05 6,400 16,010 0 0 5,658,464 685 8,264 
43 BRIMFIELD                     K-06 6,514 11,760 0 0 2,384,666 309 7,728 
44 BROCKTON                      K-12 6,699 12,989 7,278 8,552 130,559,072 16,582 7,873 
45 BROOKFIELD                    K-06 5,824 10,851 0 0 2,228,318 321 6,940 
46 BROOKLINE                     K-12 7,873 15,254 10,153 0 57,110,206 5,961 9,581 
48 BURLINGTON                    K-12 6,769 15,330 0 0 30,526,279 3,614 8,446 
49 CAMBRIDGE                     K-12 11,679 16,483 11,602 0 95,402,506 7,115 13,410 
50 CANTON                        K-12 6,654 9,808 0 0 21,287,727 2,885 7,379 
51 CARLISLE                      K-08 6,462 20,547 0 0 6,780,070 802 8,450 
52 CARVER                        K-12 5,690 8,783 0 0 14,838,709 2,317 6,404 
55 CHATHAM                       K-12 7,925 23,970 0 0 7,451,572 749 9,947 
56 CHELMSFORD              K-12 5,922 11,590 0 0 38,651,947 5,739 6,735 
57 CHELSEA                       K-12 8,126 13,905 6,075 0 43,365,614 5,118 8,474 
61 CHICOPEE                      K-12 6,578 14,527 2,349 5,957 55,080,507 7,769 7,090 
63 CLARKSBURG                  K-08 5,407 15,340 0 0 1,505,707 226 6,662 
64 CLINTON                       K-12 5,836 9,403 6,876 0 13,320,797 1,982 6,723 
65 COHASSET                      K-12 6,358 11,987 0 0 10,243,163 1,414 7,244 
67 CONCORD                       K-08 7,046 15,784 0 0 17,610,993 2,061 8,545 
68 CONWAY                        K-06 5,991 16,170 0 0 1,333,900 160 8,344 
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Lea  District 
Grade 

Structure 

Per Pupil 
Expenditure 

Regular 

Per Pupil 
Expenditure 

Special Ed 

Per Pupil 
Expenditure 

Bilingual 

Per Pupil 
Expenditure 
Occupational 

Total 
Expenditures 

N of Pupls 
(FTE 

Average 
Mebership) 

Per Pupil 
Expenditure 

71 DANVERS                       K-12 5,943 11,535 0 0 25,601,496 3,826 6,691 
72 DARTMOUTH                     K-12 5,478 9,871 0 0 25,925,455 4,157 6,237 
73 DEDHAM                        K-12 6,703 12,249 0 0 25,432,620 3,134 8,114 
74 DEERFIELD                     K-06 5,345 16,460 0 0 3,090,387 436 7,082 
77 DOUGLAS                       K-12 5,543 14,394 0 0 8,285,980 1,250 6,629 
78 DOVER                         K-05 6,360 16,922 0 0 4,569,176 575 7,948 
79 DRACUT                        K-12 5,405 9,189 0 0 25,201,453 4,208 5,988 
82 DUXBURY                       K-12 6,316 10,934 0 0 21,652,412 3,080 7,030 

83 
EAST 
BRIDGEWATER        K-12 5,293 12,621 0 0 15,738,417 2,520 6,245 

85 EASTHAM                       K-05 7,877 20,164 0 0 2,919,591 290 10,069 
86 EASTHAMPTON                   K-12 6,079 11,359 0 0 12,552,899 1,717 7,312 

87 
EAST 
LONGMEADOW               K-12 5,304 10,906 0 0 16,706,180 2,610 6,402 

88 EASTON                        K-12 4,976 9,419 0 0 22,387,158 3,815 5,869 
89 EDGARTOWN                     K-08 9,925 17,052 0 0 4,249,818 373 11,397 
91 ERVING                        K-06 6,769 26,615 0 0 1,497,214 147 10,188 
93 EVERETT                       K-12 5,171 11,434 5,992 8,408 35,172,600 5,977 5,885 
94 FAIRHAVEN                     K-12 5,965 11,892 0 0 15,496,540 2,198 7,051 
95 FALL RIVER                    K-12 5,998 11,054 6,490 5,922 88,632,676 12,632 7,016 
96 FALMOUTH                      K-12 6,293 12,170 0 0 33,821,556 4,739 7,137 
97 FITCHBURG                     K-12 5,990 10,006 9,330 0 42,555,848 6,269 6,788 
98 FLORIDA                       K-08 8,111 16,248 0 0 899,227 96 9,367 
99 FOXBOROUGH                    K-12 6,087 10,434 0 0 20,213,955 2,901 6,968 

100 FRAMINGHAM                    K-12 8,275 10,395 5,688 0 71,079,218 8,564 8,300 
101 FRANKLIN                      K-12 5,801 9,460 0 6,882 35,917,913 5,402 6,649 
102 FREETOWN                      K-04 5,276 13,697 0 0 3,070,462 478 6,419 
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Lea  District 
Grade 

Structure 

Per Pupil 
Expenditure 

Regular 

Per Pupil 
Expenditure 

Special Ed 

Per Pupil 
Expenditure 

Bilingual 

Per Pupil 
Expenditure 
Occupational 

Total 
Expenditures 

N of Pupls 
(FTE 

Average 
Mebership) 

Per Pupil 
Expenditure 

103 GARDNER                       K-12 5,225 8,096 0 0 19,036,800 3,156 6,032 
105 GEORGETOWN                    K-12 5,506 12,761 0 0 9,491,837 1,466 6,474 
107 GLOUCESTER              K-12 5,931 13,969 0 4,115 29,168,760 3,994 7,304 
110 GRAFTON                       K-12 5,057 11,667 0 0 14,100,493 2,322 6,072 
111 GRANBY                        K-12 4,906 10,685 0 0 6,819,205 1,153 5,917 
112 GRANVILLE                     K-08 5,141 14,214 0 0 1,547,147 240 6,454 
114 GREENFIELD                    K-13 5,873 13,709 0 0 16,859,894 2,279 7,397 
117 HADLEY                        K-12 5,281 15,052 0 0 4,362,816 695 6,280 
118 HALIFAX                       K-06 4,825 14,423 0 0 4,167,939 716 5,820 
121 HANCOCK                       K-06 11,853 24,352 0 0 747,918 49 15,264 
122 HANOVER                       K-12 5,875 12,477 0 0 17,721,086 2,496 7,100 
125 HARVARD                       K-12 6,108 11,818 0 0 8,474,115 1,214 6,983 
126 HARWICH                       K-12 7,026 12,263 0 0 12,349,578 1,524 8,104 
127 HATFIELD                      K-12 6,346 15,583 0 0 3,288,993 440 7,480 
128 HAVERHILL                     K-12 5,089 10,597 9,128 0 57,256,979 9,134 6,268 
131 HINGHAM                       K-12 6,044 10,778 0 0 23,706,617 3,436 6,900 
133 HOLBROOK                      K-12 5,207 14,416 0 0 9,542,983 1,468 6,501 
135 HOLLAND                       K-06 5,272 9,983 0 0 1,756,699 289 6,079 
136 HOLLISTON              K-12 5,764 12,459 0 0 21,975,554 3,256 6,749 
137 HOLYOKE                       K-12 7,708 12,769 8,834 10,238 69,854,461 7,164 9,751 
138 HOPEDALE                      K-12 6,150 12,741 0 0 7,556,973 1,023 7,390 
139 HOPKINTON                   K-12 5,393 9,984 0 0 18,834,374 2,997 6,284 
141 HUDSON                        K-12 6,483 11,450 5,681 0 19,741,079 2,633 7,497 
142 HULL                          K-12 6,570 12,640 0 5,323 10,394,539 1,391 7,474 
144 IPSWICH                       K-12 5,893 12,054 0 0 13,842,135 2,032 6,813 
145 KINGSTON                      K-06 4,649 15,260 0 0 6,589,127 1,217 5,415 
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146 LAKEVILLE                     K-04 4,665 9,476 0 0 3,785,604 698 5,427 
148 LANESBOROUGH                  K-06 6,249 15,900 0 0 2,368,200 303 7,815 
149 LAWRENCE                      K-12 6,189 13,347 7,485 0 94,186,234 12,484 7,545 
150 LEE                            K-12 6,493 12,214 0 12,243 7,027,097 898 7,827 
151 LEICESTER                     K-12 5,181 10,491 0 0 12,629,582 2,105 6,000 
152 LENOX                         K-12 8,429 16,155 0 0 8,032,265 827 9,710 
153 LEOMINSTER                    K-12 5,621 11,650 4,001 7,513 41,425,093 6,243 6,635 
154 LEVERETT                      K-06 5,839 12,328 0 0 1,278,718 169 7,564 
155 LEXINGTON                     K-12 7,291 16,802 0 0 51,927,192 5,900 8,801 
157 LINCOLN                       K-08 7,662 21,246 0 0 7,763,508 792 9,807 
158 LITTLETON                     K-12 6,253 10,338 0 0 10,717,825 1,479 7,249 
159 LONGMEADOW                    K-12 5,789 16,660 0 0 23,268,013 3,404 6,836 
160 LOWELL                        K-12 6,503 13,324 8,291 0 129,182,193 16,533 7,814 
161 LUDLOW                        K-12 5,195 12,805 36,127 0 19,558,591 2,977 6,570 
162 LUNENBURG                     K-12 5,423 10,825 0 0 11,626,302 1,860 6,250 
163 LYNN                          K-13 5,485 11,237 6,353 7,891 104,791,866 15,051 6,963 
164 LYNNFIELD                     K-12 5,996 16,405 0 0 13,768,555 1,929 7,137 
165 MALDEN                        K-12 6,657 13,266 5,832 0 46,139,837 5,677 8,128 
167 MANSFIELD                     K-12 5,263 10,434 0 0 27,411,615 4,423 6,197 
168 MARBLEHEAD                    K-12 6,107 14,628 0 0 21,191,131 2,919 7,259 
169 MARION                        K-06 6,132 16,491 0 0 3,843,004 516 7,452 
170 MARLBOROUGH                   K-12 6,456 11,331 4,832 0 34,648,191 4,485 7,726 
171 MARSHFIELD                    K-12 5,479 10,083 0 0 28,877,188 4,727 6,109 
172 MASHPEE                       K-12 5,301 10,272 0 0 15,237,221 2,354 6,472 
173 MATTAPOISETT                  K-06 5,475 19,411 0 0 4,227,553 599 7,057 
174 MAYNARD                       K-12 6,208 12,368 0 0 11,464,105 1,570 7,303 
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175 MEDFIELD                      K-12 5,181 9,887 0 0 16,933,943 2,907 5,825 
176 MEDFORD                       K-12 7,083 17,504 13,599 13,147 45,905,059 4,879 9,410 
177 MEDWAY                        K-12 5,103 11,088 43,907 0 17,001,455 2,722 6,246 
178 MELROSE                       K-12 6,063 11,772 0 0 25,513,962 3,525 7,238 
181 METHUEN                       K-12 5,603 9,989 9,417 3,371 43,277,351 6,621 6,536 
182 MIDDLEBOROUGH                 K-12 5,209 9,974 0 5,037 22,929,829 3,754 6,109 
184 MIDDLETON                     K-06 5,808 15,383 0 0 5,129,594 705 7,275 
185 MILFORD                       K-12 5,711 13,304 7,992 0 29,873,994 4,355 6,859 
186 MILLBURY                      K-12 5,593 10,580 0 0 11,999,617 1,863 6,443 
187 MILLIS                        K-12 5,317 11,203 0 0 8,056,126 1,263 6,381 
189 MILTON                        K-12 5,882 12,550 0 0 26,118,168 3,794 6,883 
191 MONSON                        K-12 5,347 10,166 0 0 8,838,069 1,392 6,349 
196 NAHANT                        K-06 6,720 11,752 0 0 2,076,489 230 9,040 
197 NANTUCKET                     K-12 11,098 22,684 0 0 15,469,527 1,205 12,838 
198 NATICK                        K-12 6,442 13,140 0 0 33,520,676 4,276 7,840 
199 NEEDHAM                       K-12 6,752 15,755 0 0 35,487,237 4,344 8,169 
201 NEW BEDFORD                   K-12 5,100 12,833 12,216 0 106,674,169 15,393 6,930 
204 NEWBURYPORT                   K-12 7,292 13,886 0 0 19,488,791 2,332 8,357 
207 NEWTON                        K-12 7,660 18,667 9,343 5,732 108,463,049 11,362 9,546 
208 NORFOLK                       K-06 5,191 10,980 0 0 8,103,977 1,290 6,282 
209 NORTH ADAMS                   K-12 6,071 9,114 0 0 15,263,545 2,220 6,876 
210 NORTHAMPTON                   K-12 6,073 10,409 28,425 0 22,075,536 3,059 7,217 
211 NORTH ANDOVER    K-12 5,485 13,701 0 0 27,277,380 4,269 6,389 

212 
NORTH 
ATTLEBOROUGH            K-12 4,848 11,262 0 0 29,435,780 4,944 5,954 

213 NORTHBOROUGH                  K-08 5,121 8,865 0 0 12,442,135 2,057 6,048 
214 NORTHBRIDGE                   K-12 5,317 10,464 0 0 15,809,819 2,545 6,212 
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215 
NORTH 
BROOKFIELD              K-12 6,110 10,222 0 0 5,515,159 816 6,758 

217 NORTH READING                 K-12 5,380 8,965 0 0 14,494,216 2,438 5,945 
218 NORTON                        K-12 4,790 10,261 0 0 18,072,641 3,184 5,676 
219 NORWELL                       K-12 6,368 11,425 0 0 15,029,372 2,102 7,149 
220 NORWOOD                       K-12 6,224 10,572 0 0 26,130,068 3,777 6,918 
221 OAK BLUFFS                    K-08 7,741 14,226 0 0 4,260,541 458 9,302 
223 ORANGE                        K-06 5,548 11,533 0 0 6,038,510 840 7,188 
224 ORLEANS                       K-05 9,031 18,105 0 0 2,673,678 250 10,699 
226 OXFORD                        K-12 5,680 11,835 0 0 14,634,239 2,186 6,695 
227 PALMER                        K-12 5,313 8,775 0 0 13,749,330 2,323 5,918 
229 PEABODY                       K-12 5,808 7,499 3,418 8,137 46,950,788 7,363 6,376 
230 PELHAM                        K-06 5,928 13,894 0 0 1,034,958 130 7,969 
231 PEMBROKE                      K-06 5,279 8,473 0 0 11,112,634 1,845 6,024 
234 PETERSHAM                     K-06 7,202 16,360 0 0 770,874 103 7,470 
236 PITTSFIELD                    K-12 6,800 12,710 0 10,282 54,144,698 6,651 8,141 
238 PLAINVILLE               K-06 4,826 8,180 0 0 4,664,024 821 5,680 
239 PLYMOUTH                      K-12 5,985 10,367 0 8,279 64,843,769 9,305 6,969 
240 PLYMPTON                      K-06 5,727 8,503 0 0 1,759,389 272 6,466 
242 PROVINCETOWN                  K-12 11,534 18,130 0 0 4,742,462 351 13,504 
243 QUINCY                        K-13 6,499 10,933 17,568 5,887 69,676,520 9,572 7,279 
244 RANDOLPH                      K-12 5,403 11,695 11,719 0 28,448,280 4,114 6,915 
246 READING                       K-12 5,564 13,909 0 0 27,842,525 4,227 6,587 
248 REVERE                        K-12 7,010 12,716 8,138 0 43,915,915 5,492 7,996 
249 RICHMOND                      K-08 8,849 17,344 0 0 1,723,910 158 10,921 
250 ROCHESTER                     K-06 5,174 16,977 0 0 3,406,128 531 6,410 
251 ROCKLAND                      K-12 5,872 11,737 0 0 18,524,878 2,802 6,611 
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252 ROCKPORT                      K-12 6,577 10,223 0 0 8,436,021 1,068 7,898 
253 ROWE                          K-06 14,464 20,042 0 0 1,041,528 63 16,487 
258 SALEM                         K-12 6,628 14,858 6,872 5,289 38,488,876 4,882 7,884 
261 SANDWICH                      K-12 4,965 8,450 0 0 23,016,280 4,185 5,500 
262 SAUGUS                        K-12 5,938 13,708 0 0 24,104,460 3,526 6,836 
263 SAVOY                         K-06 10,467 25,469 0 0 516,430 36 14,506 
264 SCITUATE                      K-12 5,237 10,112 0 0 19,384,638 3,226 6,008 
265 SEEKONK                       K-12 5,869 19,447 0 0 15,639,140 2,191 7,139 
266 SHARON                        K-12 5,509 12,970 0 0 23,013,406 3,443 6,684 
269 SHERBORN                      K-05 6,101 13,989 0 0 3,425,136 447 7,671 
270 SHIRLEY                       K-08 5,078 11,782 0 0 5,116,569 801 6,386 
271 SHREWSBURY                    K-12 5,535 8,936 0 0 31,241,504 4,923 6,346 
272 SHUTESBURY                    K-06 5,435 17,444 0 0 1,548,203 202 7,664 
273 SOMERSET                      K-12 6,917 15,262 0 51,813 21,638,463 2,787 7,763 
274 SOMERVILLE                    K-12 8,071 14,667 8,931 10,833 58,027,973 5,798 10,008 
275 SOUTHAMPTON                   K-06 4,392 13,102 0 0 3,106,041 567 5,480 
276 SOUTHBOROUGH                  K-08 5,312 11,750 0 0 9,612,912 1,492 6,443 
277 SOUTHBRIDGE                   K-12 6,506 9,803 10,460 0 18,021,082 2,528 7,127 
278 SOUTH HADLEY                  K-12 5,426 12,311 0 0 15,794,396 2,423 6,518 
281 SPRINGFIELD                   K-12 5,541 13,662 7,403 8,699 197,340,015 26,332 7,494 
284 STONEHAM                      K-12 5,645 11,620 0 0 19,716,455 3,040 6,485 
285 STOUGHTON                     K-12 6,182 11,328 5,183 0 29,253,396 4,140 7,066 
287 STURBRIDGE                    K-06 5,950 13,827 0 0 5,977,175 852 7,019 
288 SUDBURY                       K-08 5,755 16,110 0 0 20,636,870 2,929 7,046 
289 SUNDERLAND                    K-06 5,626 15,394 0 0 1,862,284 269 6,924 
290 SUTTON                        K-12 4,890 12,066 0 0 9,980,554 1,753 5,692 
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291 SWAMPSCOTT                    K-12 6,387 11,383 0 0 17,459,525 2,387 7,315 
292 SWANSEA                       K-12 5,631 9,342 0 0 15,594,825 2,386 6,537 
293 TAUNTON                       K-12 5,662 10,162 6,564 7,014 53,783,413 8,113 6,629 
295 TEWKSBURY                     K-12 5,703 12,894 0 0 29,573,579 4,446 6,651 
296 TISBURY                       K-08 10,017 16,481 0 0 3,818,466 351 10,889 
298 TOPSFIELD                     K-06 4,756 18,538 0 0 4,867,929 822 5,921 
300 TRURO                         K-06 9,559 20,017 0 0 1,679,195 145 11,565 
301 TYNGSBOROUGH            K-12 5,580 10,501 0 0 13,601,793 2,007 6,779 
304 UXBRIDGE                      K-12 5,185 9,935 0 0 14,567,070 2,352 6,194 
305 WAKEFIELD                     K-12 5,909 15,984 0 6,744 25,039,856 3,532 7,090 
306 WALES                         K-06 5,539 12,690 0 0 1,203,449 176 6,834 
307 WALPOLE                       K-12 5,514 11,789 0 0 23,857,353 3,693 6,461 
308 WALTHAM                       K-13 8,881 14,068 11,149 28,240 53,429,222 5,026 10,630 
309 WARE                          K-12 5,950 10,864 0 0 9,948,601 1,362 7,306 
310 WAREHAM                       K-12 5,645 10,398 0 1,850 24,502,885 3,769 6,501 
314 WATERTOWN                     K-12 8,229 16,510 0 0 25,739,854 2,514 10,237 
315 WAYLAND                       K-12 6,882 14,617 0 0 23,482,248 2,896 8,108 
316 WEBSTER                       K-12 5,281 10,542 0 1,600 13,452,767 2,063 6,523 
317 WELLESLEY                     K-12 7,357 13,456 0 0 34,887,975 3,908 8,928 
318 WELLFLEET                     K-05 12,264 21,107 0 0 1,772,151 128 13,801 
321 WESTBOROUGH                   K-12 6,833 13,726 0 0 25,414,180 3,286 7,735 
322 WEST BOYLSTON                 K-12 5,340 10,430 0 0 7,591,488 1,211 6,270 

323 
WEST 
BRIDGEWATER              K-12 6,423 16,470 0 0 7,649,178 994 7,699 

325 WESTFIELD                     K-12 5,023 11,717 9,681 9,755 46,268,162 6,826 6,778 
326 WESTFORD                      K-12 6,002 12,470 0 0 30,064,269 4,508 6,669 
327 WESTHAMPTON                   K-06 6,479 13,745 0 0 993,149 132 7,530 
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330 WESTON                        K-12 9,116 14,473 0 0 23,031,911 2,280 10,100 
331 WESTPORT                      K-12 5,241 10,456 0 0 12,535,767 1,955 6,413 

332 
WEST 
SPRINGFIELD              K-12 6,216 10,248 2,666 12,417 27,850,892 4,003 6,958 

335 WESTWOOD                      K-12 7,287 13,046 0 0 22,480,435 2,689 8,360 
336 WEYMOUTH                      K-12 5,464 10,721 0 5,854 45,178,012 7,072 6,389 
337 WHATELY                       K-06 6,223 18,752 0 0 1,036,127 141 7,353 
340 WILLIAMSBURG       K-06 6,126 11,569 0 0 1,591,894 215 7,415 
341 WILLIAMSTOWN                  K-06 5,624 14,031 0 0 4,159,761 562 7,400 
342 WILMINGTON                    K-12 5,353 17,917 0 0 23,946,369 3,738 6,406 
343 WINCHENDON                    K-12 4,265 9,638 0 0 11,484,452 2,055 5,589 
344 WINCHESTER                    K-12 6,842 14,442 0 0 26,968,533 3,328 8,103 
346 WINTHROP                      K-12 5,587 10,814 0 3,893 14,330,919 2,141 6,693 
347 WOBURN  K-12 8,246 15,039 0 0 44,499,957 4,737 9,395 
348 WORCESTER                     K-12 5,758 12,656 9,351 9,349 190,263,707 25,633 7,423 
350 WRENTHAM                      K-06 5,811 12,366 0 0 7,740,107 1,164 6,651 

406 
NORTHAMPTON 
SMITH             09-12 0 12,526 0 10,529 5,297,760 467 11,342 

600 
ACTON 
BOXBOROUGH             07-12 6,878 13,249 0 0 17,829,009 2,335 7,636 

603 
ADAMS 
CHESHIRE                K-12 6,188 11,894 0 0 13,648,285 1,924 7,094 

605 
AMHERST 
PELHAM                07-12 7,539 14,974 9,072 0 17,583,272 1,940 9,062 

610 
ASHBURNHAM 
WESTMINSTER        K-12 5,519 9,033 0 0 16,733,027 2,594 6,451 

615 ATHOL  K-12 6,674 11,230 0 0 16,423,551 2,187 7,510 
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ROYALSTON              
618 BERKSHIRE HILLS               K-12 8,902 13,909 0 9,900 16,394,732 1,621 10,115 

620 
BERLIN 
BOYLSTON              07-12 8,486 15,744 0 0 4,301,975 442 9,736 

622 
BLACKSTONE 
MILLVILLE           K-12 5,600 10,489 0 0 14,976,303 2,353 6,365 

625 
BRIDGEWATER 
RAYNHAM            K-12 5,524 9,205 0 0 37,220,146 5,915 6,292 

632 
CHESTERFIELD 
GOSHEN  K-06 7,305 15,223 0 0 1,264,095 137 9,207 

635 
CENTRAL 
BERKSHIRE              K-12 6,500 10,441 0 0 18,474,848 2,421 7,632 

640 
CONCORD 
CARLISLE              09-12 9,356 21,406 0 0 11,166,634 1,054 10,599 

645 
DENNIS 
YARMOUTH               K-12 6,037 11,193 0 0 31,347,104 4,443 7,056 

650 
DIGHTON 
REHOBOTH              K-12 5,175 9,681 7,928 7,347 19,939,867 3,354 5,944 

655 
DOVER 
SHERBORN               06-12 10,305 15,967 0 0 10,318,646 906 11,385 

658 
DUDLEY 
CHARLTON               K-12 5,186 12,071 0 0 25,159,615 4,144 6,072 

660 NAUSET                       06-12 7,540 13,108 0 0 14,735,785 1,750 8,422 

662 
FARMINGTON 
RIVER  K-12 9,198 16,313 0 0 1,950,136 176 11,080 

665 
FREETOWN 
LAKEVILLE            05-12 6,138 11,452 0 0 12,369,660 1,755 7,050 
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670 FRONTIER                     07-12 7,525 13,374 0 0 5,471,416 632 8,652 
672 GATEWAY                       K-12 6,496 14,487 0 4,257 11,975,264 1,563 7,660 

673 
GROTON 
DUNSTABLE              K-12 5,771 13,367 0 0 16,936,918 2,589 6,542 

674 GILL MONTAGUE       K-12 6,290 13,758 0 0 11,919,939 1,570 7,592 

675 
HAMILTON 
WENHAM                K-12 6,598 12,379 0 0 17,258,582 2,254 7,657 

680 
HAMPDEN 
WILBRAHAM             K-12 5,412 10,751 0 0 25,110,860 3,978 6,312 

683 HAMPSHIRE                    07-12 6,751 14,968 0 0 6,825,603 849 8,040 
685 HAWLEMONT                     K-06 6,387 13,190 0 0 1,190,703 148 8,046 
690 KING PHILIP                  07-12 6,735 10,942 0 0 12,911,574 1,750 7,377 

695 
LINCOLN 
SUDBURY               09-12 9,268 18,003 0 0 13,507,922 1,263 10,693 

698 
MANCHESTER 
ESSEX  K-12 7,138 16,961 0 0 10,802,413 1,274 8,479 

700 
MARTHAS 
VINEYARD              09-12 10,830 16,076 0 12,571 9,336,535 766 12,185 

705 MASCONOMET                   07-12 7,487 11,043 0 0 15,253,689 1,866 8,176 
710 MENDON UPTON                  K-12 4,617 11,757 0 0 13,085,714 2,326 5,627 

715 
MOUNT 
GREYLOCK               07-12 8,105 14,856 0 0 7,139,561 791 9,026 

717 MOHAWK TRAIL                  K-12 6,184 11,286 0 0 13,213,602 1,741 7,591 
720 NARRAGANSETT                  K-12 6,019 8,985 0 0 9,952,631 1,522 6,540 
725 NASHOBA                       K-12 6,419 13,696 0 0 24,532,962 3,023 8,116 

728 
NEW SALEM 
WENDELL              K-06 6,218 14,513 0 0 1,467,092 176 8,337 
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730 
NORTHBORO 
SOUTHBORO           09-12 8,032 10,162 0 0 9,180,297 1,070 8,576 

735 
NORTH 
MIDDLESEX               K-12 5,277 11,991 0 0 30,694,968 4,876 6,295 

740 OLD ROCHESTER                07-12 7,429 15,099 0 0 9,850,564 1,174 8,393 
745 PENTUCKET                     K-12 5,527 9,723 0 0 20,959,532 3,354 6,249 
750 PIONEER                       K-12 6,226 10,208 0 0 8,445,275 1,146 7,370 
753 QUABBIN                       K-12 5,690 10,728 0 0 20,176,719 3,159 6,387 
755 RALPH C MAHAR                07-12 7,701 13,840 0 0 6,479,279 750 8,638 
760 SILVER LAKE                  07-12 7,945 9,202 0 8,342 23,229,858 2,841 8,178 

765 
SOUTHERN 
BERKSHIRE             K-12 8,229 13,493 0 0 9,812,617 1,031 9,520 

766 
SOUTHWICK 
TOLLAND  K-12 5,784 11,122 0 0 12,253,256 1,804 6,792 

767 
SPENCER EAST 
BROOKFIELD        K-12 6,289 11,093 0 3,778 15,469,679 2,144 7,214 

770 TANTASQUA                    07-12 7,088 9,046 0 8,550 12,333,053 1,636 7,539 
773 TRITON                        K-12 5,900 10,376 0 0 22,983,174 3,396 6,767 
774 UPISLAND  K-08 10,651 18,646 0 0 5,360,785 438 12,243 
775 WACHUSETT                     K-12 5,764 12,200 0 0 43,607,574 6,619 6,588 
778 QUABOAG  K-12 5,739 9,532 0 0 10,139,206 1,505 6,737 

780 
WHITMAN 
HANSON                 K-12 5,534 12,097 0 0 29,031,425 4,546 6,386 

801 ASSABET VALLEY               09-13 0 13,781 0 11,880 10,928,018 871 12,544 

805 
BLACKSTONE 
VALLEY             09-12 0 14,543 0 12,303 10,881,183 837 13,004 

806 BLUE HILLS                   09-12 0 12,328 0 11,114 10,952,186 955 11,466 
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Per Pupil 
Expenditure 

Regular 

Per Pupil 
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Special Ed 
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Expenditure 
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(FTE 

Average 
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Per Pupil 
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810 
BRISTOL 
PLYMOUTH              09-13 0 13,089 0 11,307 9,668,352 828 11,684 

815 CAPE COD                     09-12 0 13,188 0 12,495 8,067,012 630 12,815 

818 
FRANKLIN 
COUNTY               09-12 0 13,576 0 12,260 6,326,314 490 12,921 

821 
GREATER FALL 
RIVER            09-13 0 11,793 0 11,026 12,404,330 1,112 11,154 

823 
GREATER 
LAWRENCE             09-13 0 13,585 16,600 11,664 17,616,424 1,454 12,117 

825 
GREATER NEW 
BEDFORD           09-12 0 14,005 22,962 11,773 21,143,878 1,736 12,180 

828 
GREATER 
LOWELL                09-13 0 12,125 29,532 10,531 21,615,367 1,890 11,440 

829 
SOUTH 
MIDDLESEX              09-13 0 17,251 0 13,348 11,705,268 788 14,849 

830 MINUTEMAN                    09-13 0 17,451 0 18,240 13,888,083 774 17,934 
832 MONTACHUSETT                 09-12 0 11,516 0 11,502 12,646,797 1,097 11,524 

851 
NORTHERN 
BERKSHIRE            09-13 0 12,585 0 10,967 5,318,809 473 11,242 

852 NASHOBA VALLEY               09-12 0 11,339 0 9,862 5,888,039 572 10,288 

853 
NORTHEAST 
METROPOLITAN       09-12 0 16,173 10,614 14,691 14,051,114 949 14,812 

854 NORTH SHORE                  09-13 0 14,559 0 11,567 5,951,623 465 12,797 
855 OLD COLONY                   09-12 0 13,471 0 11,549 6,311,786 526 12,002 
860 PATHFINDER                   09-13 0 13,660 0 11,054 7,445,723 613 12,147 

871 
SHAWSHEEN 
VALLEY              09-12 0 14,218 0 11,762 14,637,758 1,178 12,429 
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872 SOUTHEASTERN                 09-13 0 11,286 0 10,781 14,466,001 1,329 10,887 
873 SOUTH SHORE                  09-12 0 12,554 0 13,229 6,619,611 508 13,030 

876 
SOUTHERN 
WORCESTER           09-12 0 11,887 0 10,536 10,868,221 985 11,029 

878 TRI COUNTY                   09-12 0 12,428 0 10,060 9,366,304 850 11,022 
879 UPPER CAPE COD               09-13 0 13,945 0 10,275 6,276,088 565 11,106 
885 WHITTIER                     09-12 0 10,286 0 10,227 13,805,921 1,347 10,248 
910 BRISTOL COUNTY               09-12 0 14,829 0 12,472 4,731,154 366 12,944 
913 ESSEX COUNTY                 09-13 0 13,598 0 17,801 6,696,802 399 16,780 

915 
NORFOLK 
COUNTY                09-12 0 18,594 0 14,665 6,444,311 426 15,145 
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Foundation Enrollment:  All of the students that a district is financially responsible for, including students 
that are being tuitioned out of district through school choice or to charter schools. 
Actual Net School Spending:  This is what the district actually spent in the defined net school spending 
categories for a given fiscal year as reported on their End of Year Pupil and Financial Report. 
Please note:  Some districts actually receive state aid that is more than their net school spending.  These 
are mostly non-operating districts, communities that do not operate their own schools, but that due to 
school choice and some historic idiosyncrasies actually receive chapter 70 aid.  The one glaring exception 
is Lawrence, which under special legislation is allowed to transfer moneys that would otherwise go 
towards net school spending to a capital reserve account.  For these communities and Lawrence their c70 
share of actual NSS per pupil is set at 100 percent of their actual NSS per pupil (see highlights). 
 

CH. 70 Aid as Percentage of Actual Net School Spending 
Information Provided by the Dept. of Education 

LEA District OP 

FY 01 
Foundation 
Enrollment 

FY 01 
Chapter 70 

FY 01 Actual 
Net School 
Spending 

FY 01 Actual 
NSS Per 

Foundation 
Enrollment 

FY01 
Chapter 

70 
Percent 

of 
Actual 
NSS 

FY01 Share 
of Actual 
NSS per 

Foundation 
Enrollment 

                 
1 ABINGTON                      1 2,184 6,135,872 14,571,290 6,671.84 42.11% 2,809.47
2 ACTON                         1 2,250 2,363,989 15,536,672 6,905.19 15.22% 1,050.66
3 ACUSHNET                      1 1,449 4,877,135 8,439,260 5,824.20 57.79% 3,365.86
4 ADAMS                         0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
5 AGAWAM                        1 4,236 11,423,637 28,841,457 6,808.65 39.61% 2,696.80
6 ALFORD                        0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
7 AMESBURY                      1 2,907 9,823,277 19,429,020 6,683.53 50.56% 3,379.18
8 AMHERST                       1 1,572 5,753,392 15,186,145 9,660.40 37.89% 3,659.92
9 ANDOVER                       1 5,626 5,603,417 43,883,205 7,800.07 12.77% 995.99
10 ARLINGTON                     1 4,286 5,611,898 34,949,868 8,154.43 16.06% 1,309.36
11 ASHBURNHAM                    0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
12 ASHBY                         0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
13 ASHFIELD                      0 11 119,531 90,838 8,258.00 131.59% 8,258.00
14 ASHLAND                       1 2,256 2,380,142 16,683,275 7,395.07 14.27% 1,055.03
15 ATHOL                         0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
16 ATTLEBORO                     1 6,677 22,945,750 41,831,822 6,265.06 54.85% 3,436.54
17 AUBURN                        1 2,365 4,060,120 16,456,603 6,958.39 24.67% 1,716.75
18 AVON                          1 585 645,565 4,862,458 8,311.89 13.28% 1,103.53
19 AYER                          1 1,207 4,309,573 9,648,418 7,993.72 44.67% 3,570.48
20 BARNSTABLE                    1 6,946 6,967,632 48,898,162 7,039.76 14.25% 1,003.11
21 BARRE                         0 0 7,626 18,056 0.00 42.24% 0.00
22 BECKET                        0 13 90,401 55,573 4,274.85 162.67% 4,274.85
23 BEDFORD                       1 2,138 2,073,455 20,629,517 9,648.98 10.05% 969.81
24 BELCHERTOWN                   1 2,292 7,311,796 15,255,834 6,656.12 47.93% 3,190.14
25 BELLINGHAM                    1 2,680 7,419,008 17,115,949 6,386.55 43.35% 2,768.29
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CH. 70 Aid as Percentage of Actual Net School Spending 
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LEA District OP 

FY 01 
Foundation 
Enrollment 

FY 01 
Chapter 70 

FY 01 Actual 
Net School 
Spending 

FY 01 Actual 
NSS Per 

Foundation 
Enrollment 
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Chapter 

70 
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of 
Actual 
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FY01 Share 
of Actual 
NSS per 

Foundation 
Enrollment 

26 BELMONT                       1 3,442 3,310,644 25,717,876 7,471.78 12.87% 961.84
27 BERKLEY                       1 1,011 3,889,073 6,235,136 6,167.30 62.37% 3,846.76
28 BERLIN                        1 221 606,774 1,881,458 8,513.38 32.25% 2,745.58
29 BERNARDSTON                   0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
30 BEVERLY                       1 4,632 7,077,302 35,238,456 7,607.61 20.08% 1,527.91
31 BILLERICA                     1 5,936 13,905,674 44,184,886 7,443.55 31.47% 2,342.60
32 BLACKSTONE                    0 23 145,640 853,077 37,090.30 17.07% 6,332.17
33 BLANDFORD                     0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
34 BOLTON                        0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
35 BOSTON                        1 64,947 197,517,540 580,472,913 8,937.64 34.03% 3,041.21
36 BOURNE                        1 2,383 3,390,395 16,032,809 6,727.99 21.15% 1,422.74
37 BOXBOROUGH                    1 615 1,359,970 3,988,036 6,484.61 34.10% 2,211.33
38 BOXFORD                       1 1,002 1,654,948 6,556,128 6,543.04 25.24% 1,651.64
39 BOYLSTON                      1 367 403,611 2,438,883 6,645.46 16.55% 1,099.76
40 BRAINTREE                     1 4,768 5,059,969 37,152,175 7,791.98 13.62% 1,061.24
41 BREWSTER                      1 766 994,524 5,344,804 6,977.55 18.61% 1,298.33
42 BRIDGEWATER                   0 18 126,280 228,540 12,696.67 55.26% 7,015.56
43 BRIMFIELD                     1 341 1,080,631 2,569,808 7,536.09 42.05% 3,169.01
44 BROCKTON                      1 16,801 98,005,653 125,269,140 7,456.05 78.24% 5,833.32
45 BROOKFIELD                    1 308 1,615,943 2,283,347 7,413.46 70.77% 5,246.57
46 BROOKLINE                     1 5,796 5,549,388 58,770,743 10,139.88 9.44% 957.45
47 BUCKLAND                      0 1 7,971 1,129 1,129.00 706.02% 1,129.00
48 BURLINGTON                    1 3,541 4,027,283 30,632,158 8,650.71 13.15% 1,137.33
49 CAMBRIDGE                     1 7,699 8,008,094 103,257,490 13,411.81 7.76% 1,040.15
50 CANTON                        1 2,738 2,813,549 22,082,914 8,065.34 12.74% 1,027.59
51 CARLISLE                      1 724 647,006 6,666,461 9,207.82 9.71% 893.65
52 CARVER                        1 2,132 8,535,497 14,942,852 7,008.84 57.12% 4,003.52
53 CHARLEMONT                    0 10 87,310 72,434 7,243.40 120.54% 7,243.40
54 CHARLTON                      0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
55 CHATHAM                       1 635 505,305 6,563,272 10,335.86 7.70% 795.76
56 CHELMSFORD                    1 5,633 7,166,800 39,394,868 6,993.59 18.19% 1,272.29
57 CHELSEA                       1 5,543 37,834,256 44,066,326 7,949.91 85.86% 6,825.59
58 CHESHIRE                      0 25 255,668 278,456 11,138.24 91.82% 10,226.72
59 CHESTER                       0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
60 CHESTERFIELD                  0 17 140,703 166,692 9,805.41 84.41% 8,276.65
61 CHICOPEE                      1 7,802 33,749,961 55,711,594 7,140.68 60.58% 4,325.81
62 CHILMARK                      0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
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63 CLARKSBURG                    1 295 1,265,524 1,788,825 6,063.81 70.75% 4,289.91
64 CLINTON                       1 2,007 8,557,606 14,847,305 7,397.76 57.64% 4,263.88
65 COHASSET                      1 1,259 1,327,934 10,188,231 8,092.32 13.03% 1,054.75
66 COLRAIN                       0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
67 CONCORD                       1 1,964 1,790,498 18,209,947 9,271.87 9.83% 911.66
68 CONWAY                        1 165 686,757 1,309,717 7,937.68 52.44% 4,162.16
69 CUMMINGTON                    0 12 31,908 131,494 10,957.83 24.27% 2,659.00
70 DALTON                        0 10 281,190 82,809 8,280.90 339.56% 8,280.90
71 DANVERS                       1 3,786 3,718,491 26,783,281 7,074.30 13.88% 982.17
72 DARTMOUTH                     1 3,903 6,996,173 24,987,511 6,402.13 28.00% 1,792.51
73 DEDHAM                        1 2,898 3,341,646 24,948,562 8,608.89 13.39% 1,153.09
74 DEERFIELD                     1 414 739,719 2,907,934 7,024.00 25.44% 1,786.76
75 DENNIS                        0 0 0 82,720 0.00 0.00% 0.00
76 DIGHTON                       0 0 0 2,714 0.00 0.00% 0.00
77 DOUGLAS                       1 1,377 5,227,778 8,219,510 5,969.14 63.60% 3,796.50
78 DOVER                         1 536 381,064 4,853,980 9,055.93 7.85% 710.94
79 DRACUT                        1 3,969 12,830,120 25,526,080 6,431.36 50.26% 3,232.58
80 DUDLEY                        0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
81 DUNSTABLE                     0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
82 DUXBURY                       1 2,957 3,001,647 21,592,994 7,302.33 13.90% 1,015.10
83 EAST BRIDGEWATER              1 2,420 8,504,670 15,760,459 6,512.59 53.96% 3,514.33
84 EAST BROOKFIELD               0 10 15,135 106,648 10,664.80 14.19% 1,513.50
85 EASTHAM                       1 339 289,905 2,916,549 8,603.39 9.94% 855.18
86 EASTHAMPTON                   1 1,947 7,355,933 14,232,622 7,310.03 51.68% 3,778.09
87 EAST LONGMEADOW               1 2,485 3,563,594 17,661,143 7,107.10 20.18% 1,434.04
88 EASTON                        1 3,575 6,561,475 22,436,129 6,275.84 29.25% 1,835.38
89 EDGARTOWN                     1 422 374,673 4,378,410 10,375.38 8.56% 887.85
90 EGREMONT                      0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
91 ERVING                        1 253 287,238 2,103,562 8,314.47 13.65% 1,135.33
92 ESSEX                         0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
93 EVERETT                       1 5,236 16,163,309 37,708,943 7,201.86 42.86% 3,086.96
94 FAIRHAVEN                     1 2,170 6,776,542 15,788,070 7,275.61 42.92% 3,122.83
95 FALL RIVER                    1 12,573 78,564,299 92,591,176 7,364.29 84.85% 6,248.65
96 FALMOUTH                      1 4,585 4,820,267 33,548,592 7,317.03 14.37% 1,051.31
97 FITCHBURG                     1 5,870 31,865,917 42,227,585 7,193.80 75.46% 5,428.61
98 FLORIDA                       1 125 512,250 960,405 7,683.24 53.34% 4,098.00
99 FOXBOROUGH                    1 2,888 6,396,893 21,038,629 7,284.84 30.41% 2,214.99
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100 FRAMINGHAM                    1 8,182 8,258,128 71,600,015 8,750.92 11.53% 1,009.30
101 FRANKLIN                      1 5,496 17,637,074 38,413,592 6,989.37 45.91% 3,209.07
102 FREETOWN                      1 546 969,826 3,904,145 7,150.45 24.84% 1,776.24
103 GARDNER                       1 3,037 14,413,888 19,088,353 6,285.27 75.51% 4,746.09
104 AQUINNAH 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
105 GEORGETOWN                    1 1,350 3,079,740 9,113,088 6,750.44 33.79% 2,281.29
106 GILL                          0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
107 GLOUCESTER                    1 4,148 6,198,905 30,122,841 7,262.02 20.58% 1,494.43
108 GOSHEN                        0 16 88,006 151,889 9,493.06 57.94% 5,500.38
109 GOSNOLD                       0 7 3,850 113,277 16,182.43 3.40% 550.00
110 GRAFTON                       1 2,143 4,948,767 13,875,734 6,474.91 35.66% 2,309.27
111 GRANBY                        1 1,000 2,810,524 6,156,671 6,156.67 45.65% 2,810.52
112 GRANVILLE                     1 295 746,590 1,885,912 6,392.92 39.59% 2,530.81
113 GREAT BARRINGTON              0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
114 GREENFIELD                    1 2,415 9,349,216 17,313,800 7,169.28 54.00% 3,871.31
115 GROTON                        0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
116 GROVELAND                     0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
117 HADLEY                        1 677 645,338 4,738,581 6,999.38 13.62% 953.23
118 HALIFAX                       1 720 2,274,794 4,405,036 6,118.11 51.64% 3,159.44
119 HAMILTON                      0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
120 HAMPDEN                       0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
121 HANCOCK                       1 102 102,739 861,985 8,450.83 11.92% 1,007.25
122 HANOVER                       1 2,468 3,649,473 18,104,906 7,335.86 20.16% 1,478.72
123 HANSON                        0 0 0 59,093 0.00 0.00% 0.00
124 HARDWICK                      0 0 0 11,664 0.00 0.00% 0.00
125 HARVARD                       1 1,085 1,277,118 8,601,728 7,927.86 14.85% 1,177.07
126 HARWICH                       1 1,616 1,541,810 12,448,452 7,703.25 12.39% 954.09
127 HATFIELD                      1 463 646,509 3,338,928 7,211.51 19.36% 1,396.35
128 HAVERHILL                     1 8,289 32,999,267 56,151,082 6,774.17 58.77% 3,981.09
129 HAWLEY                        0 0 16,524 30,372 0.00 54.41% 0.00
130 HEATH                         0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
131 HINGHAM                       1 3,311 3,709,572 24,036,071 7,259.46 15.43% 1,120.38
132 HINSDALE                      0 7 94,757 64,672 9,238.86 146.52% 9,238.86
133 HOLBROOK                      1 1,418 4,363,784 10,250,857 7,229. 10 42.57% 3,077.42
134 HOLDEN                        0 25 138,079 245,255 9,810.20 56.30% 5,523.16
135 HOLLAND                       1 261 711,755 1,788,206 6,851.36 39.80% 2,727.03
136 HOLLISTON                     1 2,806 6,827,358 20,628,368 7,351.52 33.10% 2,433.13
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137 HOLYOKE                       1 7,576 58,922,200 70,621,742 9,321.77 83.43% 7,777.48
138 HOPEDALE                      1 1,019 4,703,997 8,055,537 7,905.34 58.39% 4,616.29
139 HOPKINTON                     1 2,611 2,841,044 18,968,958 7,265.02 14.98% 1,088.11
140 HUBBARDSTON                   0 0 0 600 0.00 0.00% 0.00
141 HUDSON                        1 2,535 6,280,365 20,195,730 7,966.76 31.10% 2,477.46
142 HULL                          1 1,632 4,389,761 11,676,685 7,154.83 37.59% 2,689.80
143 HUNTINGTON                    0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
144 IPSWICH                       1 1,891 2,138,378 13,552,256 7,166.71 15.78% 1,130.82
145 KINGSTON                      1 1,109 2,614,178 6,797,279 6,129.20 38.46% 2,357.24
146 LAKEVILLE                     1 647 1,910,725 3,880,147 5,997.14 49.24% 2,953.21
147 LANCASTER                     0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
148 LANESBOROUGH                  1 275 558,506 2,059,528 7,489.19 27.12% 2,030.93
149 LAWRENCE                      1 12,976 99,686,384 99,056,350 7,633.81 100.64% 7,633.81
150 LEE                           1 795 1,628,053 6,517,684 8,198.34 24.98% 2,047.87
151 LEICESTER                     1 1,957 7,848,184 12,798,029 6,539.62 61.32% 4,010.31
152 LENOX                         1 743 1,269,267 7,432,679 10,003.61 17.08% 1,708.30
153 LEOMINSTER                    1 6,294 28,954,305 43,913,873 6,977.10 65.93% 4,600.30
154 LEVERETT                      1 161 236,338 1,183,109 7,348.50 19.98% 1,467.94
155 LEXINGTON                     1 5,684 5,510,156 52,836,771 9,295.70 10.43% 969.42
156 LEYDEN                        0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
157 LINCOLN                       1 687 535,905 7,652,863 11,139.54 7.00% 780.07
158 LITTLETON                     1 1,387 1,341,977 11,201,092 8,075.77 11.98% 967.54
159 LONGMEADOW                    1 3,010 3,799,738 22,871,029 7,598.35 16.61% 1,262.37
160 LOWELL                        1 16,374 95,067,629 125,977,313 7,693.74 75.46% 5,806.01
161 LUDLOW                        1 3,003 9,114,895 20,471,076 6,816.88 44.53% 3,035.26
162 LUNENBURG                     1 1,644 3,174,045 11,025,671 6,706.61 28.79% 1,930.68
163 LYNN                          1 14,677 82,313,967 109,012,710 7,427.45 75.51% 5,608.36
164 LYNNFIELD                     1 1,812 1,935,550 13,388,892 7,389.01 14.46% 1,068.18
165 MALDEN                        1 5,995 21,843,447 46,544,370 7,763.86 46.93% 3,643.61
166 MANCHESTER                    0 0 0 17,010 0.00 0.00% 0.00
167 MANSFIELD                     1 4,089 7,731,051 27,751,907 6,786.97 27.86% 1,890.69
168 MARBLEHEAD                    1 2,905 2,751,704 22,447,095 7,727.06 12.26% 947.23
169 MARION                        1 487 371,605 3,754,214 7,708.86 9.90% 763.05
170 MARLBOROUGH                   1 4,526 5,672,831 37,100,279 8,197.15 15.29% 1,253.39
171 MARSHFIELD                    1 4,427 11,462,734 29,207,543 6,597.59 39.25% 2,589.28
172 MASHPEE                       1 2,212 4,108,938 15,141,695 6,845.25 27.14% 1,857.57
173 MATTAPOISETT                  1 539 510,843 4,287,522 7,954.59 11.91% 947.76
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174 MAYNARD                       1 1,465 2,332,400 11,325,420 7,730.66 20.59% 1,592.08
175 MEDFIELD                      1 2,647 2,726,074 16,709,184 6,312.50 16.31% 1,029.87
176 MEDFORD                       1 5,170 12,225,116 48,531,691 9,387.17 25.19% 2,364.63
177 MEDWAY                        1 2,546 5,354,780 17,385,498 6,828.55 30.80% 2,103.21
178 MELROSE                       1 3,587 5,817,368 26,483,127 7,383.09 21.97% 1,621.79
179 MENDON                        0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
180 MERRIMAC                      0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
181 METHUEN                       1 6,826 22,003,182 43,247,315 6,335.67 50.88% 3,223.44
182 MIDDLEBOROUGH                 1 3,492 13,247,837 22,679,164 6,494.61 58.41% 3,793.77
183 MIDDLEFIELD                   0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
184 MIDDLETON                     1 736 974,993 4,969,854 6,752.52 19.62% 1,324.72
185 MILFORD                       1 4,077 10,973,178 29,630,246 7,267.66 37.03% 2,691.48
186 MILLBURY                      1 1,878 4,991,567 11,964,961 6,371.12 41.72% 2,657.92
187 MILLIS                        1 1,229 2,043,974 8,311,483 6,762.80 24.59% 1,663.12
188 MILLVILLE                     0 1 16,880 200,678 200,678.00 8.41% 16,880.00
189 MILTON                        1 3,745 3,574,314 26,153,223 6,983.50 13.67% 954.42
190 MONROE                        0 16 33,175 110,375 6,898.44 30.06% 2,073.44
191 MONSON                        1 1,376 5,161,986 8,781,459 6,381.87 58.78% 3,751.44
192 MONTAGUE                      0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
193 MONTEREY                      0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
194 MONTGOMERY                    0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
195 MOUNT WASHINGTON              0 11 10,766 61,344 5,576.73 17.55% 978.73
196 NAHANT                        1 434 431,179 2,991,256 6,892.29 14.41% 993.50
197 NANTUCKET                     1 1,247 904,785 15,137,633 12,139.24 5.98% 725.57
198 NATICK                        1 4,321 4,434,264 33,255,203 7,696.18 13.33% 1,026.21
199 NEEDHAM                       1 4,251 4,152,973 36,102,958 8,492.82 11.50% 976.94
200 NEW ASHFORD                   0 32 32,174 209,440 6,545.00 15.36% 1,005.44
201 NEW BEDFORD                   1 13,611 88,822,708 102,501,166 7,530.76 86.66% 6,525.80
202 NEW BRAINTREE                 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
203 NEWBURY                       0 0 0 48,620 0.00 0.00% 0.00
204 NEWBURYPORT                   1 2,180 3,307,740 18,437,339 8,457.49 17.94% 1,517.31
205 NEW MARLBOROUGH               0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
206 NEW SALEM                     0 0 0 5,250 0.00 0.00% 0.00
207 NEWTON                        1 11,383 10,822,741 108,508,152 9,532.47 9.97% 950.78
208 NORFOLK                       1 1,093 2,895,746 7,647,500 6,996.80 37.87% 2,649.36
209 NORTH ADAMS                   1 2,155 13,057,445 14,799,171 6,867.36 88.23% 6,059.14
210 NORTHAMPTON                   1 3,016 7,263,454 21,891,745 7,258.54 33.18% 2,408.31
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211 NORTH ANDOVER                 1 4,031 4,154,862 27,676,300 6,865.86 15.01% 1,030.73
212 NORTH ATTLEBOROUGH           1 4,412 13,863,579 29,912,914 6,779.90 46.35% 3,142.24
213 NORTHBOROUGH                  1 1,993 2,904,032 13,016,513 6,531.12 22.31% 1,457.12
214 NORTHBRIDGE                   1 2,399 10,789,324 16,065,375 6,696.70 67.16% 4,497.43
215 NORTH BROOKFIELD              1 849 3,684,935 5,851,949 6,892.76 62.97% 4,340.32
216 NORTHFIELD                    0 0 0 34,070 0.00 0.00% 0.00
217 NORTH READING                 1 2,353 2,814,776 14,986,067 6,368.92 18.78% 1,196.25
218 NORTON                        1 2,862 9,139,961 18,610,891 6,502.76 49.11% 3,193.56
219 NORWELL                       1 1,897 2,056,929 14,775,036 7,788.63 13.92% 1,084.31
220 NORWOOD                       1 3,567 3,882,827 27,884,692 7,817.41 13.92% 1,088.54
221 OAK BLUFFS                    1 452 573,652 4,288,294 9,487.38 13.38% 1,269.14

222 OAKHAM                        0 6 55,295 4,500 750.00 
1228.78

% 750.00
223 ORANGE                        1 809 5,310,973 5,928,523 7,328.21 89.58% 6,564.86
224 ORLEANS                       1 284 255,215 2,832,541 9,973.74 9.01% 898.64
225 OTIS                          0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
226 OXFORD                        1 2,099 7,686,176 13,668,798 6,512.05 56.23% 3,661.83
227 PALMER                        1 2,177 9,278,379 14,074,403 6,465.05 65.92% 4,262.00
228 PAXTON                        0 4 16,933 55,829 13,957.25 30.33% 4,233.25
229 PEABODY                       1 6,492 14,291,462 46,694,873 7,192.68 30.61% 2,201.40
230 PELHAM                        1 129 122,775 1,034,547 8,019.74 11.87% 951.74
231 PEMBROKE                      1 1,779 4,603,048 11,892,509 6,684.94 38.71% 2,587.44
232 PEPPERELL                     0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
233 PERU                          0 4 39,473 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
234 PETERSHAM                     1 85 171,424 666,443 7,840.51 25.72% 2,016.75
235 PHILLIPSTON                   0 0 0 12,275 0.00 0.00% 0.00
236 PITTSFIELD                    1 6,891 28,289,306 53,591,998 7,777.10 52.79% 4,105.25
237 PLAINFIELD                    0 6 52,627 51,702 8,617.00 101.79% 8,617.00
238 PLAINVILLE                    1 741 1,896,301 4,608,048 6,218.69 41.15% 2,559.11
239 PLYMOUTH                      1 8,828 19,343,518 63,950,497 7,244.05 30.25% 2,191.16
240 PLYMPTON                      1 277 527,268 1,823,393 6,582.65 28.92% 1,903.49
241 PRINCETON                     0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
242 PROVINCETOWN                  1 218 284,880 3,985,693 18,283.00 7.15% 1,306.79
243 QUINCY                        1 8,810 14,221,375 69,718,013 7,913.51 20.40% 1,614.23
244 RANDOLPH                      1 4,035 10,502,960 29,333,145 7,269.68 35.81% 2,602.96
245 RAYNHAM                       0 0 375 6,849 0.00 5.48% 0.00
246 READING                       1 4,142 5,717,802 28,906,685 6,978.92 19.78% 1,380.44
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247 REHOBOTH                      0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
248 REVERE                        1 5,686 21,843,198 42,581,461 7,488.83 51.30% 3,841.58
249 RICHMOND                      1 273 367,603 2,097,937 7,684.75 17.52% 1,346.53
250 ROCHESTER                     1 455 1,046,414 3,378,654 7,425.61 30.97% 2,299.81
251 ROCKLAND                      1 2,810 9,862,441 19,481,975 6,933.09 50.62% 3,509.77
252 ROCKPORT                      1 1,144 1,345,072 9,005,015 7,871.52 14.94% 1,175.76
253 ROWE                          1 51 47,440 900,649 17,659.78 5.27% 930.20
254 ROWLEY                        0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
255 ROYALSTON                     0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
256 RUSSELL                       0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
257 RUTLAND                       0 1 11,119 9,810 9,810.00 113.34% 9,810.00
258 SALEM                         1 5,145 11,563,901 40,392,129 7,850.75 28.63% 2,247.60
259 SALISBURY                     0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
260 SANDISFIELD                   0 1 7,986 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
261 SANDWICH                      1 3,827 4,167,705 23,245,272 6,074.02 17.93% 1,089.03
262 SAUGUS                        1 3,247 3,954,381 24,176,222 7,445.71 16.36% 1,217.86
263 SAVOY                         1 101 359,327 639,390 6,330.59 56.20% 3,557.69
264 SCITUATE                      1 3,004 3,411,232 19,571,471 6,515.14 17.43% 1,135.56
265 SEEKONK                       1 2,152 3,320,942 15,945,431 7,409.59 20.83% 1,543.19
266 SHARON                        1 3,288 5,092,894 24,795,975 7,541.35 20.54% 1,548.93
267 SHEFFIELD                     0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
268 SHELBURNE                     0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
269 SHERBORN                      1 442 374,696 3,503,466 7,926.39 10.70% 847.73
270 SHIRLEY                       1 917 3,281,126 6,020,215 6,565.12 54.50% 3,578.11
271 SHREWSBURY                    1 4,448 6,394,912 31,199,717 7,014.32 20.50% 1,437.71
272 SHUTESBURY                    1 195 525,325 1,503,748 7,711.53 34.93% 2,693.97
273 SOMERSET                      1 2,665 2,747,578 20,504,168 7,693.87 13.40% 1,030.99
274 SOMERVILLE                    1 6,649 23,940,347 59,932,589 9,013.77 39.95% 3,600.59
275 SOUTHAMPTON                   1 583 1,902,539 3,348,387 5,743.37 56.82% 3,263.36
276 SOUTHBOROUGH                  1 1,319 1,790,202 9,724,285 7,372.47 18.41% 1,357.24
277 SOUTHBRIDGE                   1 2,459 12,664,504 18,474,456 7,513.00 68.55% 5,150.27
278 SOUTH HADLEY                  1 2,337 5,903,648 16,255,452 6,955.69 36.32% 2,526.17
279 SOUTHWICK                     0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
280 SPENCER                       0 101 191,049 860,146 8,516.30 22.21% 1,891.57
281 SPRINGFIELD                   1 27,681 188,368,793 215,560,811 7,787.32 87.39% 6,804.99
282 STERLING                      0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
283 STOCKBRIDGE                   0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
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284 STONEHAM                      1 2,688 2,843,484 20,324,581 7,561.23 13.99% 1,057.84
285 STOUGHTON                     1 4,057 8,788,658 29,218,678 7,202.04 30.08% 2,166.29
286 STOW                          0 0 0 25,400 0.00 0.00% 0.00
287 STURBRIDGE                    1 738 1,129,411 6,088,526 8,250.04 18.55% 1,530.37
288 SUDBURY                       1 2,624 2,545,546 20,385,558 7,768.89 12.49% 970.10
289 SUNDERLAND                    1 258 774,093 1,877,962 7,278.92 41.22% 3,000.36
290 SUTTON                        1 1,490 3,713,326 9,093,485 6,103.01 40.84% 2,492.17
291 SWAMPSCOTT                    1 2,317 2,199,779 16,955,963 7,318.07 12.97% 949.41
292 SWANSEA                       1 2,176 4,697,989 15,280,669 7,022.37 30.74% 2,159.00
293 TAUNTON                       1 7,807 33,195,280 53,043,883 6,794.40 62.58% 4,251.99
294 TEMPLETON                     0 0 0 24,277 0.00 0.00% 0.00
295 TEWKSBURY                     1 4,180 10,877,449 28,588,244 6,839.29 38.05% 2,602.26
296 TISBURY                       1 394 324,435 3,954,612 10,037.09 8.20% 823.44
297 TOLLAND                       0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
298 TOPSFIELD                     1 712 588,769 4,601,131 6,462.26 12.80% 826.92
299 TOWNSEND                      0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
300 TRURO                         1 285 237,301 2,925,964 10,266.54 8.11% 832.64
301 TYNGSBOROUGH                  1 1,986 5,467,396 13,273,611 6,683.59 41.19% 2,752.97
302 TYRINGHAM                     0 36 31,350 304,801 8,466.69 10.29% 870.83
303 UPTON                         0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
304 UXBRIDGE                      1 2,131 7,314,944 13,684,198 6,421.49 53.46% 3,432.63
305 WAKEFIELD                     1 3,312 4,464,193 25,584,024 7,724.64 17.45% 1,347.88
306 WALES                         1 174 644,398 1,284,968 7,384.87 50.15% 3,703.44
307 WALPOLE                       1 3,613 4,876,111 24,556,958 6,796.83 19.86% 1,349.60
308 WALTHAM                       1 5,293 6,833,876 55,279,527 10,443.89 12.36% 1,291.12
309 WARE                          1 1,441 6,682,004 10,282,539 7,135.70 64.98% 4,637.06
310 WAREHAM                       1 3,454 11,252,161 23,612,911 6,836.40 47.65% 3,257.72
311 WARREN                        0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
312 WARWICK                       0 0 0 825 0.00 0.00% 0.00
313 WASHINGTON                    0 1 14,792 3,441 3,441.00 429.88% 3,441.00
314 WATERTOWN                     1 2,683 2,832,187 27,062,145 10,086.52 10.47% 1,055.60
315 WAYLAND                       1 2,691 2,558,974 23,342,656 8,674.34 10.96% 950.94
316 WEBSTER                       1 1,943 7,022,996 13,546,117 6,971.75 51.85% 3,614.51
317 WELLESLEY                     1 3,732 3,417,769 35,797,485 9,592.04 9.55% 915.80
318 WELLFLEET                     1 146 137,415 1,811,455 12,407.23 7.59% 941.20
319 WENDELL                       0 0 0 3,425 0.00 0.00% 0.00
320 WENHAM                        0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
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321 WESTBOROUGH                   1 3,167 2,929,324 25,518,469 8,057.62 11.48% 924.95
322 WEST BOYLSTON                 1 1,141 2,583,161 7,413,903 6,497.72 34.84% 2,263.94
323 WEST BRIDGEWATER              1 968 1,860,025 7,622,052 7,874.02 24.40% 1,921.51
324 WEST BROOKFIELD               0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
325 WESTFIELD                     1 6,363 25,649,147 44,170,241 6,941.73 58.07% 4,030.98
326 WESTFORD                      1 4,179 7,409,012 29,403,441 7,036.00 25.20% 1,772.92
327 WESTHAMPTON                   1 158 302,625 1,044,279 6,609.36 28.98% 1,915.35
328 WESTMINSTER                   0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
329 WEST NEWBURY                  0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
330 WESTON                        1 2,057 1,545,608 22,103,353 10,745.43 6.99% 751.39
331 WESTPORT                      1 1,871 3,250,142 11,589,757 6,194.42 28.04% 1,737.11
332 WEST SPRINGFIELD              1 3,952 12,026,335 27,701,107 7,009.39 43.41% 3,043.10
333 WEST STOCKBRIDGE              0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
334 WEST TISBURY                  0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
335 WESTWOOD                      1 2,494 2,345,177 23,008,353 9,225.48 10.19% 940.33
336 WEYMOUTH                      1 6,770 18,658,316 47,155,067 6,965.30 39.57% 2,756.03
337 WHATELY                       1 113 108,283 1,026,859 9,087.25 10.55% 958.26
338 WHITMAN                       0 0 0 170,929 0.00 0.00% 0.00
339 WILBRAHAM                     0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
340 WILLIAMSBURG                  1 223 420,784 1,704,201 7,642.16 24.69% 1,886.92
341 WILLIAMSTOWN                  1 498 995,285 3,535,577 7,099.55 28.15% 1,998.56
342 WILMINGTON                    1 3,484 3,595,579 24,538,920 7,043.32 14.65% 1,032.03
343 WINCHE NDON                    1 1,856 9,079,325 12,027,738 6,480.46 75.49% 4,891.88
344 WINCHESTER                    1 3,152 3,413,610 26,777,095 8,495.27 12.75% 1,083.00
345 WINDSOR                       0 5 39,209 43,871 8,774.20 89.37% 7,841.80
346 WINTHROP                      1 2,125 4,814,358 14,726,992 6,930.35 32.69% 2,265.58
347 WOBURN 1 4,523 4,925,045 45,617,578 10,085.69 10.80% 1,088.89
348 WORCESTER                     1 26,458 137,131,721 200,100,476 7,562.95 68.53% 5,183.00
349 WORTHINGTON                   0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00% 0.00
350 WRENTHAM                      1 1,135 3,106,685 7,547,420 6,649.71 41.16% 2,737.17
351 YARMOUTH                      0 0 0 223,724 0.00 0.00% 0.00
406 NORTHAMPTON SMITH             1 180 905,377 2,193,585 12,186.58 41.27% 5,029.87
600 ACTON BOXBOROUGH             1 2,193 3,124,017 17,704,046 8,072.98 17.65% 1,424.54
603 ADAMS CHESHIRE                1 1,873 9,496,860 13,163,585 7,028.08 72.14% 5,070.40
605 AMHERST PELHAM                1 2,103 8,651,432 18,459,047 8,777.48 46.87% 4,113.85
610 ASHBURNHAM WESTMINSTER       1 2,390 8,188,315 16,569,291 6,932.76 49.42% 3,426.07
615 ATHOL ROYALSTON               1 2,269 15,117,002 17,079,773 7,527.45 88.51% 6,662.41
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618 BERKSHIRE HILLS               1 1,438 3,192,490 13,689,118 9,519.55 23.32% 2,220.09
620 BERLIN BOYLSTON               1 364 861,159 4,230,750 11,622.94 20.35% 2,365.82
622 BLACKSTONE MILLVILLE          1 2,278 10,012,184 14,798,759 6,496.38 67.66% 4,395.16
625 BRIDGEWATER RAYNHAM          1 5,655 17,589,556 36,421,117 6,440.52 48.29% 3,110.44
632 CHESTERFIELD GOSHEN 1 176 637,835 1,360,691 7,731.20 46.88% 3,624.06
635 CENTRAL BERKSHIRE             1 2,365 8,158,374 17,166,537 7,258.58 47.52% 3,449.63
640 CONCORD CARLISLE              1 1,015 1,633,183 11,584,895 11,413.69 14.10% 1,609.05
645 DENNIS YARMOUTH               1 4,416 6,985,698 31,007,494 7,021.62 22.53% 1,581.91
650 DIGHTON REHOBOTH              1 3,009 10,272,137 20,218,605 6,719.38 50.81% 3,413.80
655 DOVER SHERBORN                1 907 1,310,320 9,615,248 10,601.16 13.63% 1,444.67
658 DUDLEY CHARLTON               1 3,833 16,640,801 24,341,878 6,350.61 68.36% 4,341.46
660 NAUSET                        1 1,856 3,612,426 14,818,545 7,984.13 24.38% 1,946.35
662 FARMINGTON RIVER 1 294 408,988 2,440,882 8,302.32 16.76% 1,391.12
665 FREETOWN LAKEVILLE            1 1,767 5,298,861 11,813,279 6,685.50 44.86% 2,998.79
670 FRONTIER                      1 718 2,445,805 5,995,771 8,350.66 40.79% 3,406.41
672 GATEWAY                       1 1,678 6,862,298 12,101,377 7,211.79 56.71% 4,089.57
673 GROTON DUNSTABLE              1 2,455 7,336,714 17,276,280 7,037.18 42.47% 2,988.48
674 GILL MONTAGUE                 1 1,480 6,335,058 11,976,826 8,092.45 52.89% 4,280.44
675 HAMILTON WENHAM               1 1,893 3,248,923 16,528,984 8,731.63 19.66% 1,716.28
680 HAMPDEN WILBRAHAM            1 3,606 8,362,852 24,809,818 6,880.15 33.71% 2,319.15
683 HAMPSHIRE                     1 868 2,180,514 6,750,197 7,776.72 32.30% 2,512.11
685 HAWLEMONT                     1 155 701,591 1,142,476 7,370.81 61.41% 4,526.39
690 KING PHILIP                   1 1,738 4,593,324 13,270,510 7,635.51 34.61% 2,642.88
695 LINCOLN SUDBURY               1 1,198 1,979,352 13,681,168 11,420.01 14.47% 1,652.21
698 MANCHESTER ESSEX 1 1,321 1,579,802 11,059,972 8,372.42 14.28% 1,195.91
700 MARTHAS VINEYARD              1 797 2,175,172 9,249,124 11,604.92 23.52% 2,729.20
705 MASCONOMET                    1 1,716 4,094,718 14,707,618 8,570.87 27.84% 2,386.20
710 MENDON UPTON                  1 1,870 5,415,065 12,267,282 6,560.04 44.14% 2,895.76
715 MOUNT GREYLOCK                1 747 1,999,805 6,388,622 8,552.37 31.30% 2,677.12
717 MOHAWK TRAIL                  1 1,613 7,152,548 12,602,961 7,813.37 56.75% 4,434.31
720 NARRAGANSETT                  1 1,491 7,131,054 10,319,165 6,920.97 69.10% 4,782.73
725 NASHOBA                       1 2,786 6,188,754 23,600,991 8,471.28 26.22% 2,221.38
728 NEW SALEM WENDELL             1 171 734,397 1,491,786 8,723.89 49.23% 4,294.72
730 NORTHBORO SOUTHBORO          1 975 1,651,669 8,807,186 9,033.01 18.75% 1,694.02
735 NORTH MIDDLESEX               1 4,771 19,841,723 31,011,607 6,500.02 63.98% 4,158.82
740 OLD ROCHESTER                 1 1,137 1,707,801 9,327,727 8,203. 81 18.31% 1,502.02
745 PENTUCKET                     1 3,245 11,196,571 20,656,351 6,365.59 54.20% 3,450.41
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750 PIONEER                       1 1,118 3,918,690 8,033,588 7,185.68 48.78% 3,505.09
753 QUABBIN                       1 2,907 13,344,587 19,701,213 6,777.16 67.73% 4,590.50
755 RALPH C MAHAR                 1 806 3,529,753 6,987,707 8,669.61 50.51% 4,379.35
760 SILVER LAKE                   1 2,849 10,345,888 22,294,272 7,825.30 46.41% 3,631.41
765 SOUTHERN BERKSHIRE           1 1,041 2,042, 925 8,949,127 8,596.66 22.83% 1,962.46
766 SOUTHWICK TOLLAND 1 1,753 6,809,169 11,765,128 6,711.42 57.88% 3,884.29
767 SPENCER EAST BROOKFIELD      1 2,119 10,791,859 15,362,504 7,249.88 70.25% 5,092.90
770 TANTASQUA                     1 1,613 6,019,652 11,733,347 7,274.24 51.30% 3,731.96
773 TRITON                        1 3,449 8,611,895 23,044,157 6,681.40 37.37% 2,496.93
774 UPISLAND 1 471 928,454 5,386,419 11,436.13 17.24% 1,971.24
775 WACHUSETT                     1 6,503 16,779,525 43,725,337 6,723.87 38.37% 2,580.27
778 QUABOAG 1 1,519 7,437,036 10,313,448 6,789.63 72.11% 4,896.01
780 WHITMAN HANSON                1 4,289 19,344,962 28,721,746 6,696.61 67.35% 4,510.37
801 ASSABET VALLEY                1 695 3,012,388 8,859,043 12,746.82 34.00% 4,334.37
805 BLACKSTONE VALLEY             1 868 5,576,171 9,981,159 11,499.03 55.87% 6,424.16
806 BLUE HILLS                    1 864 3,524,021 10,053,909 11,636.47 35.05% 4,078.73
810 BRISTOL PLYMOUTH              1 865 5,479,572 9,163,861 10,594.06 59.80% 6,334.77
815 CAPE COD                      1 662 2,164,217 7,450,527 11,254.57 29.05% 3,269.21
818 FRANKLIN COUNTY               1 471 2,185,138 5,344,556 11,347.25 40.89% 4,639.36
821 GREATER FALL RIVER            1 1,221 10,583,225 11,789,091 9,655.28 89.77% 8,667.67
823 GREATER LAWRENCE              1 1,634 12,332,578 18,221,780 11,151.64 67.68% 7,547.48
825 GREATER NEW BEDFORD          1 1,857 18,113,788 20,114,472 10,831.70 90.05% 9,754.33
828 GREATER LOWELL                1 1,857 14,658,950 20,722,061 11,158.89 70.74% 7,893.89
829 SOUTH MIDDLESEX               1 749 2,624,022 10,592,052 14,141.59 24.77% 3,503.37
830 MINUTEMAN                     1 400 2,395,612 9,559,251 23,898.13 25.06% 5,989.03
832 MONTACHUSETT                  1 1,093 6,852,257 11,314,956 10,352.20 60.56% 6,269.22
851 NORTHERN BERKSHIRE           1 389 2,812,566 4,655,107 11,966.86 60.42% 7,230.25
852 NASHOBA VALLEY                1 511 2,301,566 5,600,210 10,959.32 41.10% 4,504.04
853 NORTHEAST METROPOLITAN       1 1,207 6,426,270 13,307,877 11,025.58 48.29% 5,324.17
854 NORTH SHORE                   1 425 1,734,719 5,431,113 12,779.09 31.94% 4,081.69
855 OLD COLONY                    1 432 2,137,854 5,129,834 11,874.62 41.67% 4,948.74
860 PATHFINDER                    1 505 2,234,562 5,613,284 11,115.41 39.81% 4,424.88
871 SHAWSHEEN VALLEY              1 1,136 3,605,586 13,835,711 12,179.32 26.06% 3,173.93
872 SOUTHEASTERN                  1 1,281 8,086,786 13,126,422 10,247.01 61.61% 6,312.87
873 SOUTH SHORE                   1 473 2,057,194 5,925,120 12,526.68 34.72% 4,349.25
876 SOUTHERN WORCESTER           1 794 4,816,520 8,647,978 10,891.66 55.70% 6,066.15
878 TRI COUNTY                    1 783 3,412,333 8,231,889 10,513.27 41.45% 4,358.02
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CH. 70 Aid as Percentage of Actual Net School Spending 
Information Provided by the Dept. of Education 

LEA District OP 

FY 01 
Foundation 
Enrollment 

FY 01 
Chapter 70 

FY 01 Actual 
Net School 
Spending 

FY 01 Actual 
NSS Per 

Foundation 
Enrollment 

FY01 
Chapter 

70 
Percent 

of 
Actual 
NSS 

FY01 Share 
of Actual 
NSS per 

Foundation 
Enrollment 

879 UPPER CAPE COD                1 583 2,282,392 5,566,210 9,547.53 41.00% 3,914.91
885 WHITTIER                      1 971 5,211,640 11,446,903 11,788.78 45.53% 5,367.29
910 BRISTOL COUNTY                1 349 1,421,278 3,723,091 10,667.88 38.17% 4,072.43
913 ESSEX COUNTY                  1 383 3,628,685 6,139,891 16,031.05 59.10% 9,474.37
915 NORFOLK COUNTY                1 219 731,191 3,550,627 16,212.91 20.59% 3,338.77

999 STATE TOTALS   947,684 2,989,965,282 7,352,805,603 7,758.71 40.66% 3,155.02
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Communities Participating in CD Planning EO 418 
Community Regional Planning Agency 

Abington OCPC 
Acton MAPC 
Adams  BRPC 

Agawam PVPC 
Alford BRPC 

Amesbury MVPC 
Amherst PVPC 
Andover MVPC 

Aquinnah MVC 
Ashburnham MRPC 

Ashby MRPC 
Ashfield FRCOG 
Ashland MAPC 

Athol MRPC 
Auburn CMRPC 
Avon OCPC 
Ayer MRPC 
Barre CMRPC 

Becket BRPC 
Bedford MAPC 

Belchertown PVPC 
Belmont MAPC 

Berlin CMRPC 
Beverly MAPC 

Blandford PVPC 
Boxborough MAPC 

Boylston CMRPC 
Braintree MAPC 
Buckland FRCOG 

Burlington MAPC 
Canton MAPC 
Carlisle MAPC 
Carver SRPEDD 

CCC 
Transportation 

Element CCC 
Charlemont FRCOG 

Charlton CMRPC 
Chelsea MAPC 
Chester PVPC 

Chesterfield PVPC 
Chicopee PVPC 
Chilmark MVC 

Clarksburg BRPC 
Clinton MRPC 

Cohasset MAPC 
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Community Regional Planning Agency 
Colrain FRCOG 

Concord MAPC 
Conway FRCOG 

Cummington PVPC 
Dalton BRPC 

Danvers MAPC 
Dedham MAPC 
Deerfield FRCOG 
Devens MRPC 
Douglas CMRPC 
Dover MAPC 
Dudley CMRPC 

Duxbury MAPC 

East Longmeadow PVPC 
Easthampton PVPC 
Edgartown MVC 
Egremont BRPC 

Erving FRCOG 
Essex MAPC 

Everett MAPC 
Fitchburg MRPC 

Florida BRPC 
Framingham MAPC 

Franklin MAPC 
Gardner MRPC 

Georgetown MVPC 
Gill FRCOG 

Gloucester MAPC 
Goshen PVPC 
Grafton CMRPC 
Granby PVPC 

Greenfield FRCOG 
Groton MRPC 

Groveland MVPC 
Hadley PVPC 

Hamilton MAPC 
Hancock BRPC 
Hanson OCPC 

Hardwick CMRPC 
Harvard MRPC 
Hatfield PVPC 
Haverhill MVPC 
Hingham MAPC 
Hinsdale BRPC 
Holden CMRPC 
Holland PVPC 
Holyoke PVPC 
Hopedale CMRPC 
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Community Regional Planning Agency 
Hopkinton MAPC 

Hubbardston MRPC 
Hudson MAPC 

Hull MAPC 
Huntington PVPC 

Ipswich MAPC 
Lakeville SRPEDD 
Lancaster MRPC 

Lee BRPC 
Leicester CMRPC 

Lenox BRPC 
Leominster MRPC 

Leverett FRCOG 
Lexington MAPC 

Leyden FRCOG 
Longmeadow PVPC 

Lunenberg MRPC 
Lynnfield MAPC 

Manchester MAPC 
Marlborough MAPC 
Mattapoisett SRPEDD 

Maynard MAPC 
Medfield MAPC 
Medford MAPC 
Medway MAPC 
Melrose MAPC 
Mendon CMRPC 

Merrimac MVPC 
Methuen MVPC 

Middleborough SRPEDD 
Middleton MAPC 

Milford MAPC 
Millis  MAPC 
Milton MAPC 

Montague FRCOG 
Monterey BRPC 
Needham MAPC 

New Ashford BRPC 
New Salem FRCOG 
Newbury MVPC 

Newburyport MVPC 
Norfolk MAPC 

North Adams  BRPC 
North Andover MVPC 

North 
Attleborough SRPEDD 
North Reading MAPC 
Northampton PVPC 
Northborough CMRPC 
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Community Regional Planning Agency 
Northbridge CMRPC 
Northfield FRCOG 
Norwood MAPC 

Oak Bluffs MVC 
Orange FRCOG 

Otis  BRPC 
Palmer PVPC 

Peabody MAPC 
Pembroke OCPC 

Peru BRPC 
Phillipston MRPC 
Pittsfield BRPC 
Plainfield PVPC 

Provincetown CCC 
Raynham SRPEDD 
Reading MAPC 

Rehoboth SRPEDD 
Revere MAPC 

Richmond BRPC 
Rockland MAPC 
Rockport MAPC 
Rowley MVPC 

Royalston MRPC 
Russell PVPC 
Salem MAPC 

Salisbury MVPC 
Saugus MAPC 
Savoy BRPC 

Scituate MAPC 
Sharon MAPC 

Sheffield BRPC 
Shelburne FRCOG 
Sherborn MAPC 
Shirley MRPC 

Shrwesbury CMRPC 
Shutesbury FRCOG 
Somerville MAPC 

South Hadley PVPC 
Southampton PVPC 
Southbridge CMRPC 
Southwick PVPC 

Spencer CMRPC 
Springfield PVPC 

Sterling MRPC 
Stockbridge BRPC 
Stoneham MAPC 
Stoughton MAPC 

Stow MAPC 
Sunderland FRCOG 
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Community Regional Planning Agency 
Sutton CMRPC 

Swampscott MAPC 
Swansea SRPEDD 
Taunton SRPEDD 

Templeton MRPC 
Tewksbury NMCOG 

Tisbury MVC 
Topsfield MAPC 
Townsend MRPC 

Tyngsborough NMCOG 
Tyringham BRPC 

Upton CMRPC 
Uxbridge CMRPC 
Wakefield MAPC 

Wales PVPC 
Walpole MAPC 
Waltham MAPC 

Ware PVPC 
Wareham SRPEDD 

Watertown MAPC 
Wayland MAPC 
Webster CMRPC 
Wendell FRCOG 

West Boylston CMRPC 
West Bridgewater OCPC 
West Brookfield CMRPC 
West Newbury MVPC 

West Springfield PVPC 
West Stockbridge BRPC 

West Tisbury MVC 
Westborough CMRPC 
Westminster MRPC 

Westport  SRPEDD 
Westwood MAPC 
Weymouth MAPC 

Whately FRCOG 
Whitman OCPC 

Williamsburg PVPC 
Williamstown BRPC 
Wilmington MAPC 
Winchendon MRPC 
Winchester MAPC 
Winthrop MAPC 
Woburn MAPC 

Worcester CMRPC 
Worthington PVPC 
Wrentham MAPC 
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